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A Part II report is to be completed for each approved Title I, ESEA 
Project in the school district. Attach additional 8% n xll M paper as 
necessary to complete all items. If a question does not apply, indicate N/A. 
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PART 1 1 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 

i 



I 

! 

T 

I 

i 

I 



t v 

1 



Please complete all items in Part II for e ach activity in this project. 

1. TABLES IV & V 

Summary of Activity Effectiveness 

TABLE TV 

Summarize the student progress toward achieving the stated behavioral 
objectives for each activity. Indicate, by grade level, the number of students 
who showed stubstantial progress in achieving the objective, some progress in 
achieving the objective, and those who showed little or no progress in achiev- 
ing the objective. 

Title of Activity Social Expe riences for Language Development 

Expansion of Information as a result of observing the 
1st Objective environment . . 

2nd Objective To devel op English Arts skii Is ____ 




i 

i 




Table IV 


1st 


Objective 


t 


| 2nd Objective 


Grade Level 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or ! 

No Progress'"' ' 


i 

| Substantial 
i Progress 


S ome 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress- 


Pre-School 














1-3 


103 


88 


' 

131 


! 52 
1 


52 


220 


4-6 








L _ 






7-9 








i 






10-12 








J * 






TOTALS 















* - Little or no progress above that normally expected for this group. 
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PART II 

E VALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Please complete all items in Part II for each activity in this project. 

1. TABLES IV & V 

Summary of Activity Effectiveness 

TABLE IV 

Summarize the student progress toward achieving the stated behavioral 
objectives for each activity. Indicate, by grade level, the number of students 
who showed substantial progress in achieving the objective, some progress in 
achieving the objective, and those who showed little or no progress in achiev- 
ing the objective. 

Title of Activity Social Experiences for Language Development 

3rd Ob j e c t ive To modify behavior in peer group membership 

4fh Objective To develop positive attitudes toward self 



Table IV 



3rd Objective 



4th Objective 



Grade Level 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


— — > 

Little or 
No Progress* 


) 

j Substantial 
J Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


Pre-School 














1-3 


30 


19 


210 


| 175 

1 


29 


55 


4-6 








i 

A 

1 

!l 






7-9 














10-12 








' 






TOTALS 















* - Little or no progress above that formally expected for this group, 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



* 

Table V - Data Presentation 

I 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
| activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 

f administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub- test)- 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 

Language 


Same 


Form of Test 


SF-0 


SF-0 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


1 


1 


Number of Students Tested 


138 


138 


RAW 

SCORE** 


*** 

Mean 


80.67 


92.77 


Standard Deviation 


17.15 




17.61 








Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


135 


131 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


132 


112 


lovj percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


5 0 th " 


117 


88 


25th " 


92 


59 


15th " » 


71 


38 1 


10th " 


69 


34 



* - Identify al] sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 

*** - IQ Scores 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 

Non-La nauaqe 


Same 


Form of Test 


SF-0 


SF-0 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


1 


1 


Number of Students Tested 


138 


138 


RAW 

SCORE** 


*** 

Mean 


95.88 


101 .38 


c 


It and arcl D^viat ion 


16.82 


14-02 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile. 


134 


129 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » " 


115 


108 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


84 


70 


25th " 


50 


23 


15th " " 


25 


11 


10th " 


21 


. _8 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

r 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type af score reported. 

*** - IQ Scores 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 
Total 


Same 


'Form of Test 


SF-0 


SF-0 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


1 


— r - ■ — _ — — 

1 


Number of Students Tested 


138 


138 


RAW 

SCORE** 


w _ *** 

Mean 


85.93 


97.25 


c 


Standard Deviation 


14.92 


15.04 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percencile 


138 


132 


Scoring 
at or be” 


75th " " 


132 


108 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th 


112 


84 


25th " 


80 


44 


15th " 


52 


24 


10th " " 


41 


19 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

n 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 

*** - IQ Scores 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 

Language 


Same 


Form of Test 


SF-0 


SF-1 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


2 


2 


Number of Students Tested 


98 


98 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean *** 


89.37 


91.47 


Standard Deviation 


18.12 


12.89 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


93 


96 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


82 


92. 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat ional 
Norms 


50th " " 


74 


74 


25th " " 


51 


46 


15th " 


34 


3.1 


10th " 


28 


19 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 

*** - !Q Scores 



7- 



.11 



Evaluation II 
EDN 89-10-10 
Page 3 



PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 

* 

Table V - Data Presentation 

Report data on all ‘ standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 

Non-Language 


Same 


Form of Test 


SF-0 


SF-1 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


2 


2 


Number of Students Tested 


98 


98 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean *** 


96.38 


98.44 


C 


Standard Deviation 


13.92 

— — * — — r= — rrr? cr * “-ct gr 7 ^ T v 


10.10 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


94 


93 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » 11 


82 


85 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


65 


67 


25th » " 


32 


14 


15th " 


16 


4 


10th " " 




12 


0 



* - Identify al] sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

X- 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



*** - IQ Scores 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test) * 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 

. Total 


Same 


Form of Test 


SF-0 


SF-1 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


2 


2 


Number of Students Tested 


98 


98 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean *** 


91 .89 


94.27 


c 


Standard Deviation 


16.70 


11.49 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


93 


95 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th 


82 


89 


low percen" 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


70 


70 


25th " " 


48 


35 


15th " " 


29 


18 


10th " " 


23 


8 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

n 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



*** - IQ Scores 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V' 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 

Language 


Same 


Form of Test 


SF-1 


SF-1 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 • 


Grade or Grade Level 


3 


3 


Number of Students Tested 


40 


40 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean *** 


. 92.78 


92.98 __ 


Standard Deviation 


10.45 


13.74 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


40 


40 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


38 


37 . 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


31 


28 


25th » 


17 


16 


15th " 


10 


12 


10th " ” 


5 


6 



* - Identify al? sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 

*** - IQ Scores 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Tabic V 



Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 
Non- Language 


Same 


Form of Test 


SF-1 


SF-1 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


3 


3 


Number of Students Tested 


40 


40 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean *** 


93.55 


98.38 


Standard Doviation 


13,53 


9.57 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


40 


39 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


33 


33 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat i.onal 
Norms 


50th " " 


22 


22 


25th " " 


14 


7 


15th " " 


7 


1 


10th " " 


7 


1 



" - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 

*** - IQ Scores 



i 






f ° 
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PART II 

j EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I P ROJECT 

i 

Table V - Data Presentation 

J 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
J activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 

/ administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



• 

Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 
Total 


Same 


Form of Test 


SF-1 


SF-1 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


3 


3 


Number of Students Tested 


40 


40 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean *** 


92.60 


94.45 . .... 


Standard Deviation 


11.86 


11.91 


mdm "k m i • 








Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


40 


40 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


39 


36 


low percent 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


_ 25 . 


29 


25th " 


14 


13 


15th " 


11 


8 


10th " " 


8 


5 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
- if not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



*** - IQ Scores 



i 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



» 

Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Murphy Durrell Reading 
Readiness Test 
Learning Rate 




Form of Test 


“ 




Date test administered 


September, 1969 




Grade or Grade Level 


1 




Number of Students Tested 


164 




RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


7.54 




Standard Deviation 


3.01 




Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


164 




Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » " 


153 




low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " 11 


110 




25th » " 


72 




15th " " 


33 




10th " " 


20 





* - Identify el? sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

r 

** - If not Rav7 Score, indicate type af score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



» 

Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved# Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Tcs t 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Murphy Durrell Reading 
Readiness Test 
Letter Names 




Form of Test 


- 




Date test administered 


September, 1969 




Grade or Grade Level 


1 




Number of Students Tested 


189 




RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


23.45 




c 


Itandard D 2 viation 


12.35 




Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


188 




Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


175 




low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " 


146 




25th " 


95 




15th " 


59 




10th " " 


48 





* - Identify all sub-tests used and report senarately for each. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



i 



f ' 
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PART II 

j EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 

* 

Table V - Data Presentation 

I 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 

( activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 




. Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Murphy Durrell Reading 
Readiness Test 
Phonemes 




Form of Test 


- 




Date test administered 


September, 1969 




Grade or Grade Level 


1 




Number of Students Tested 


193 




RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


23.37 




Standard Deviation 


10.00 




Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


192 




Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


185 




low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 

r- ------ -T-r=d 


50th " " 


174 




25th " " 


143 




15th " 


99 




10th " " 


65 





* - Identify al] sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



3 
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PART II 

j EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 

* 

Table V - Data Presentation 

I 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
1 activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 

J administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Murphy Durrell Reading 

Readiness Test- 

Total 




Form of Test 


- 




Date test administered 


September, 1969 




Grade or Grade Level 


1 




Number of Students Tested 


163 




RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


54.60 




£ 


Itandard Deviation 


20.1 1 


* 


Number of 
Student s 




90th Percentile 


163 




Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " » 


158 




low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50lh " " 


144 




25th " ” 


110 




15th " " 


68 


. 


10th " " 


49 





* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
- If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



1 

1 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardiEed tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 




Cooperative Primary T est 
Li Signing 


Form of Test 




12B 


Dato test administered 




May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 




1 


Number of Students Tested 




171 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 




29.04 


Standard Deviation 




5.71 










Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 




171 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " 




167 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " 




160 


25th " " 




124 


15th " 




98 


10th " " 




63 





* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type af score reported. 



- 17 - 



n " 



Evaluation II 
EDN 89-10-10 




PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Tes t 


Pos t -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)- 




Cooperative Primary Test 
Word Analysis 


Form of Test 




13B 


Date test administered 




May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 




1 


Number of Students Tested 




171 


RAW 

SCORE** | 


Mean 




24.33 


i f 


standard Deviat ion 




7.00 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percent iJe 




171 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75 th. » " 




169 


lov7 percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat ional 
Norms 


50th " 




143 


25th " 


' 


126 


15th " 




90 


10th " " 




79 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

r 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 

i 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EAC-H TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V 



Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


* } 

Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Cooperative Primary Test 
Listening 


Same 


Form of Test 


12A 


12B 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


2 


2 


Number of Students Tested 


107 


107 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


26.23 


35.65 


Standard Deviation 


5.75 


5.23 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


107 


106 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " 11 


107 


104 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


103 


95 


25th " " 


73 


60 


15th " 


58 


23 


10th " " 


42 


13 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

c< 

** - if not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



4 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Cooperative PrimaryTest: 
Word Analysis 


Same 


Form of Test 


13A 


13B 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 

; / 


May, 1970 


--Grade or Grade Level 


2 


2 


Number of Students Tested 


107 


107 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


25.78 


32.43 


Standard Deviation 


7.09 


8.51 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


107 


107 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


107 


107 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


98 


104 


25th " " 


87 


84 . 


15th " " 


69 


71 


10th " " 


52 


49 



Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 



** - If not Raw Score, 



indicate type of score reported. 



4 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Cooperative Primary Tests 
Listening 


Saitie 


Form of Test 


13A 


13B 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


3 


3 


Number of Students Tested 


65 


65 


RAW 

SCORE-'"* 


Mean 


24.86 


30.55 


c 


standard Deviation 


5.49 


6.08 | 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


65 


63 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75ch » " 


65 


56 . 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


61 


42 


25th " " 


50 


23 


15th " 


45 


17 


10th " " 


39 

: c 


9 



- Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 



** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score, reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 
Table V - Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


- Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Cooperative Primary Test: 
Word Analysis 


Same 


Form of Test 


13A 


13B 


Date test administered 


September, 1 969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


3 


3 


Number of Students Tested 


65 


65 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Kean 


34.43 


41 .54 


Standard Deviation 


7.60 


8.28 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


65 


65 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


63 


61 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


61 


59 


25th 


51 


49 


15th " 


39 


40 


10th. " " 

A 


26 


26 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. jjsj ^ SHVED 

OCT 51970 

* FEDERAL RELATIONS 

AND PROGRAMS 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



t 

Tabic V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Tes t 


Name of test (sub-test)-'* 


California Test of 
Personality 
Personal Adjustment 


Same 


Form of Test 


AA 


BB 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


1 


1 


Number of Students Tested 


115 


115 


RAW 

SCORE-* 


Mean 


28.82 


28.89 


Standard Deviation 


6.56 


7.08 








Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


114 


114 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » " 


109 


111 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat i.onal 
Norms 


50th " 


101 


97 


25th " 


57 


53 


15th " 


37 . 


36 


10th " 


37 


36 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - If not Raw Score, indicate type af score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)- 


California Test of 
Personality 
Social Adjustment 


Same 


Form of Test 


AA 


BB 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level • 


1 


1 


Number of Students Tested 


115 


115 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


31 .46 


29.68 


Standard Deviation 


6.55 


6.2) 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


115 


1 15 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » 


1 12 


114. 


low percen- 
..iles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


100 


108 


25th " 


60 


69 


15th " 


42 


46 


10th " 


42 


46 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - 1/ not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



* ' 

Table V ~ Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Tes t 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Test of 
Personality 
Total Adjustment 


Same 


Form of Test 


AA 


B3 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


1 


1 


Number of Students Tested 


115 


115 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


59.46 


58.73 


Standard Deviation 


12.42 


12.20 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


115 


115 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » " 


110 


113. 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
flat i.onal 
Norms 


50th " 


103 


105 


25th " " 


55 


59 


15th " 


36 


36 


10th " 


36 


36 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

C* 

** * If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



23 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Test of 
Personality 
Personal Adjustment 


Same 


Form of Test 


AA 


BB 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


2 


2 


Number of Students Tested 


82 


82 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


27.75 


30.61 


c 


Standard Deviation 


6.21 


5.99 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


82 1 


82 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


81 


80 . 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


75 


69 


25th " 


45 


28 


15th " 


33 


19. 


10th " " 


33 


19 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

n 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type af score reported. 



4 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub- test)* 


California Test of 
Personality 
Social Adjustment 


Same 


Form of Test 


AA 


BB 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


2 


2 


Number of Students Tested 


82 


82 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


32.83 


31.44 


Standard Deviation 


6.24 


6.51 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


82 


82 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th •' " 


78 


80 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording, to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


69 


74 


25th " 


30 


39 


15th " 


21 


23- 


10th " " 


21 


23 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each, 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type af score reported. 



« 



ERIC 
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I 

PART II 

EVALUATION OF’ EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub- test)* 


California Test of 
_ Personality 
Total Adjustment 


Same 


Form of Test 


AA 


BB 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 '/ 


Grade or Grade Level 


2 


- - --- - ■ ■ 

2 


Number of Students Tested 


82 


82 


RAW 

SCORE** 


j 

c 


lean 


60.84 


61.78 


Standard Deviation 


10.59 


10.83 t 










Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


82 


82- 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


82 


81 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat ional 
Norms 


50th “ " 


74 


76 


25th " " 


40 


36 


15th " 


25 


17- 


10th " " 


25 


17 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



? 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sut -test)* 


California Test of 
Personality 
Personal Adjustment 


Same 


Form of Test 


AA 


B.B 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 17/0 


Grade or Grade Level 


3 


■ — . — 

3 


Number of Students Tested 


62 

- . 1 


62 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


29.50 


30.65 


Standard Deviat ion 


7.13 


7.5) 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


61 


59 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » " 


57 


53 . 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


49 


50 


25th " 


25 


22 


15th " " 


14 


- 

15 


10th " 


14 


15 



- Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

t> 

- If not Raw Score, indicate type af score reported. 



33 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



* • 

Table V - Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub- test)**" 


California Test of 
Personality 
Social Adjustment 


Same 


Form of Test 


AA 


BB 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


3 


3 


Number of Students Tested 


62 

k ■— - -* **— ■ r 


62 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


34.00 


32.13 


Standard Deviation 


7.83 


_ .6.51. .... . . 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


60 


60 ' 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » » 


56 


57 . 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


43 


55 


25th " " 


21 


27 


15th " 


13 


18- 


10th " " 


13 


18 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - if not Raw Score, indicate type af score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 

„ * * ■ 
Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



w - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each, 
** - If not Raw Score, indicate type Qf score reported. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)- 


California Test of 
Personality 
Total Adjustment 


Same 


Form of Test 


AA 


BB 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 ‘ 


Grade or Grade Level 


3 


3 


Number of Students Tasted 


62 


62 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


63.50 


62.45 


c 


Standard Deviation 


13.48 


12.78 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


61 


61 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


58 


58 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


50 


53 


25th " " 


25 


21 


15th " " 


13 


16. 


10th ” 


13 


16 



i 

o 
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Table V summarizes the percentile ranking or students based on pretest and posttest results. 

The Clark County Social Science Test was utilized to assess Objective ^1. This instrument 
was developed in Clark County through the sponsorship of Title I funds. The test iu a 
criterion reference test and was developed to assess the objectives stated in the Clark 
County Curriculum Guide for grades one, two, and three. At the present time, no per- 
centile norms are available on the test. Chart 1 indicates the pretest-posttest results for 
each grade level tested. 

CHART 1 



Clark County Social Science Test 
Pretest-Posttest Results 
Grades 1 , 2, and 3 



Pretest Posttest 





Mean 


S.D. 


N_ 


Mean 


s.p. 


"t" ratio 


Grade 1 


23.56 


5.67 


149 


30.88 


.6.38 


15.91** 


Grade 2 


31 .13 


4.6 n 


108 


37.47 


4.81 


13.49** 


Grade 3 


34.82 


4.67 


65 


39.77 


5.24 


7.62** 


**Significant at 


.001 level 










As indicated in 


Chart 1, 


the growths made 


at eac 


h grade level 


were significant at th< 



level of confidence. When analyzing the pretest-posttest comparisons, consideration must 
be given to the normal growth expected for the year. For this reason, student progress used 
to complete Table IV was based on the following criterion. 



Growth in Raw Scores of: 



Gain 



0-5 

6-9 

1 0 or more 



Little or no progress 
Some progress 
Substantial progress 



In Table IV, it can be seen that some progress Or substantial progress was made by 
approximately 60 percent of the students in the program. Based on this information, 
it would appear that considerable progress was made in achieving the first objective. 



Objective ^2 was evaluated on the basis of the Cooperative Primary Tests and the Murphy 
Durrell Reading Readiness Test. It was felt that language development is dependent on 
readiness skills in reading and the ability to listen and analyze words. 

Chart 2, on the following page, presents the growth made by each group. 



CHART 2 



Cooperative Primary Test 
(Listening and Word Analysis) 
Pretest-Posttest Results 
Grades 2 and 3 



Pretest 



Grade 2 


Mean S.D. 


N_ 


a) Listening 


26,23 5.75 


107 


b) Word Analysis 


25.78 7.09 


107 


Grade 3 


a) Listening 


24.86 5.49 


65 


b) Word Analysis 


34.43 7.60 


65 


*Significant at the .001 level 





Positest 


Mean 


It j. (1 


Mean 


S.D. 


Gain 


ratio 


36.65 

32.43 


5.23 

8.51 


9.42 

6.65 


15.97* 

8.01* 


30.55 
41 .54 


6.08 

8.28 


5.69 

7.11 


8.89* 

6.64* 



In all cases, significant differences were experienced between pretest and posttest results. 

Second grade students placed at the 12th percentile in listening and the ninth percentile 
in word analysis at the beginning of the school year. In analyzing posttest results, 
it can be seen that the group placed at approximately the 35th percentile in listening and 
the 11th percentile in word analysis. This suggests that considerable progress was made in 
developing listening skills, but very little growth was experienced in word analysis skills 
beyond growths normally expected for the year. 

As a result of test scores, third grade students fall in the 13th percentile in listening and 
in the 14th percentile in word analysis at the beginning of the program. At the end of the 
program, the group ranked at *he 21st percentile in listening and at the 14th percentile 
In word analysis. 

Based on the preceding information, it can be concluded that some progress was experienced 
In listening skills above the normal yearly growth expected. Word analysis skills had the 
same percentile rank on pretest and posttest results. The growth made during the year was 
sufficient to maintain the group at its relative position; however, no growth was experienced 
In excess of the normal growth expected between pretest and posttest dates. 



First grade students were pretested in September with the Murphy Durrell Reading Readiness 
Test. Since posttesting at trie end of grade one with a readiness test is not applicable, 
first grade students were posttested with the Cooperative Primary Test, listening and word 
analysis subtests. 
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37 



The basis for comparing first grade student growth during the year was based on a percen- 
tile rank comparison between the Murphy Durrell and the Cooperative Primary Test. First 
grade students ranked at the 20th percentile on the Murphy Durrell Reading Keadiness 
Test at the beginning of the program. This compares to a posttest percentile rank of 22 
on the listening subtest and 16 on the word analysis section, indicative that 
the group started the program with a deficiency in the skills that were measured by the 
Murphy Durrell Reading Readiness Test. Apparently, this deficiency was not corrected 
during the year since the students scored at approximately the same percentile rank on 
the cooperative tests at the end of the year. 

From analysis of the test results, it appears that Objective ^2 was attained only to the 
extent that no regression occurred. The students made the normal growth expected for 
the year; however, little progress was made in overcoming the deficiencies that existed 
before enrollment in the program. 

Objectives ^4 and #5, to modify social behavior in peer group membership and to develop 
positive attitudes toward self, were assessed by the California Test of Personality. A summary 
of the results by grade level is presented in the following chart. 



CHART 3 

California Test of Personality 
Comparison of Pretest-Posttest Results 
Grades 1 , 2, and 3 
Personal Social 

Adjustment Adjustment 



Grade 1 Pretest 
Grade 1 Posttest 
Gain 



Grade 2 Pretest 
Grade 2 Posttest 

Gain 



Mean S.D. 

' 20 ? ~JT 
28.89 .66 

.07 

t = c09 



Mean S.D. 

7T75 OT 

30.61 5.99 

2.86 

t =3.81** 



Mean S.D. 
306 6.55 

29 .68 6.21 

-1.78 

t = -2.54** 



Mean S.D. 
32.63 6.24 

31.44 6.51 

-1.39 

t = -1 .64 



Mean S.D . 

3CTo TJT 

32.13 6.91 

-1.87 

t =-1.72 



Total 



Adjustment 


Mean 


S.D. 


59.46 


TO? 


58.73 


12.20 


-.73 




t = 


-•.58 



Mean 


S.D. 


SO? 


TO? 


61.78 


10.83 


.94 




t 


=.73 



Mean 


S.D. 


S3. So 


10.40 


62.45 


12.78 


-1.05 




t = 


-.66 



Grade 3 Pretest 
Grade 3 Posttest 
Gain 



Mean S.D. 

207 77TC 

30.65 7.51 

1.15 

t* 1.34 



^Significant at .01 level 



A significant improvement in personal adjustment was observed in the second grade. Al- 
though the results were not significant in grades one and three, a positive trend may be 
observed by net gains of .09 and 1.15, respectively, for first and third grade students. 

Social adjustment experienced the reverse results. In all grade levels, a negative 
trend was seen in analysis of the posttest results. Significant changes were noted 
only at grade one; however, in both the second and third grades, poor social 
adjustment was indicated. 

On the basis of the Gilifornia Test of Personality, it would appear that progress was 
achieved in the area of personal adjustment. However, the results do not support pro- 
gress in achieving social adjustment. 

The California Test of Mental Maturity was administered to all children in the program on 
a pretest-posttest basis. Since a deficiency in readiness skills coupled with poor social 
and personal adjustment often distort the intelligent quotient of the disadvantaged child, 
it was felt that a program especially designed to provide assistance in these areas may 
create a positive improvement in mental maturity scores as measured by a standardized 
test. 



The California Test of Mental Maturity provides a total IQ score which is based on a com- 
bination of language and non-language factors. The following chart presents a comparison 
of pretest and posttest data. 

CHART 4 



California Test of Mental Maturity 
Pretest- Posttest Comparisons 
(Grade 1, N=138) 



s 

1 




Language 


Non-Language 


Total 




Pretest 


80.67 


95.88 


85.93 


»■ 


Posttest 


92.77 


101.38 


97.25 


i 

i 


Gain 


12.10 


5.50 


11.32 


t 


t ratio 


7.42** 


3.44** 


8.20** 


T 

i 

[ 






(Grade 2, N=98) 








La nguage 


Non-Language 


Total 


) 


Pretest 


89.37 


96.38 


91.89 




Posttest 


91.45 


98.44 


94.27 




Gain 


2.10 


2.06 


2.38 


\ 

1 


t ratio 


1.34 


’ 1.49 


1.66 


i 

! 






(Grade 3, N=40) 






Language 


Non -La nguage 


Total 


f 


Pretest 


92.78 


93.55 


92.60 


1 

( 


Posttest 


92.98 


98.38 


94.45 


Gain 


.20 


4.83 


1.85 




t ratio 


.12 


2.46* 


1.16 



O 

ERIC 



*Significant at .05 level 
**Significant at .01 level 
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I 

I 

The results indicate that first grade students made significant improvement in demonstrating 
* that rhe program was effective in providing students with skills that better enable them to 

i perform on the test, according to the test results. Second and third grade students made 

positive gains, but the only significant improvement was observed in non-language ability 
i at the third grade level. 



\ 

I 



I 



I 

.1 

i 

I 



I ® 

(ERIC 
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PART J.I 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



2. Measures utilized in evaluating objectives of activity other than 
standardized test results. Present all data in tabular or graphic 
form, and include samples of all locally devised measures. (Identify 
attachments with specific activities.) 



A. Objective ^1: To reinforce learning experience.* by observation of the environ- 

ment and expansion of information about the world through visits 
to institutions and points of interest. 

Five or six field trips were taken by each class during the program period. Class- 
room experiences before each trip prepared students for concepts to which they 
would be exposed and after each trip the experiences were reinforced by writing 
and drawing exercises, as well as classroom discussion. Vocabulary words peculiar 
to each excursion were incorporated into word study practice through the school 
year. 

Places visited included the airport and the railroad and bus depots; Lake Mead and 
Boulder Dam, which included a boat trip; Mt. Charleston and Lee's Canyon, where 
the students saw snow and mountain scenery which directly contrasts to the desert 
area of Las Vegas; the fish hatchery at Willow Beach; the Moapa Farm, LDS Farm, 
and the dairy farm; the Valley of Fire and Lost City Museum in Overton; the Bird 
Farm; Corn Creek; Fantasy Park; the post office; Tule Springs; the Petting Zoo; the 
Ice Palace; the bakery, where students sampled baked goods; radio and television 
stations; police and fire stations and other city offices. 

Individual teachers also planned special learning experiences for their classes. 
These activities varied, depending upon the resourcefulness of the teacher. Many 
teachers took students for walks in the school neighborhood, calling attention to 
items of interest such as construction projects, commercial establishments, or ele- 
ments of nature. Other outside school experiences included tours of shopping cen- 
ters; rides on the freeway; tours of the university campus and its library, as well as 
other public libraries; picnic lunches or occasionally hamburgers at the drive-in; 
and exploration of the desert. One teacher took a few students to the San Diego 
Zoo. Another invited students and their parents to her home for a social evening 
of dinner and visiting; yet another had an ice cream making party for the students 
at her home. Some teachers invited students in pairs or three's to spend the night 
at their homes. Teachers also used resources at school and planned activities. 
Activities included cookie baking, an Easter egg hunt, basketball games; puppet 
shows. 

The teachers' report of field trips and/or special events on their monthly report 
showed only occasional periods where activities, as mentioned above, did not 
occur at least once in all classrooms. Often two to four environmental learning 



- 38 - 



41 



Evaluation II 
EDN 89-10-10 
Page 5 



situations transpired during each report period in most classrooms. Pictures of 
some of these events are shown in Appendix A. 



i The value of these experiences in relation to achievement is inherent to the second 

program objective. Teacher opinion about student progress is discussed therein. 

f „ 

: B. Objective ” 2 : To develop English language arts through a program of integrated 

learning experiences. 

i 

I Teachers completed a "Teacher's Assessment of Pupil Progress" report four times dur- 

ing the year (copy shown in Appendix B) . Areas of evaluation were itemized under 
j categories relating to program objectives. For the above objective, teachers rated 

i students in listening skills, speaking skills, writing skills, and in standard English 

usage. The method for completion of this tool required each teacher to make an 
> initial assessment of each student, using ratings of poor, fair, and good. This was 

followed by three evaluations during the remainder of the program. Each item 
• evaluated, made on the basis of the initial assessment, was rated little progress, 

j some progress, or substantial progress. After receiving reports from the first evalua- 

tion period, it was realized that future use of this tool should include a "no progress" 
indicator. This was added to the tool used for evaluation of the summer extension of 

| this program. 

, 

A random sampling of 32 students was selected to determine statistical significance 
! in an analysis of variance. The sampling consisted of 15 first graders, 1 1 second 

graders, and 6 third graders. Compilation of the assessment report was done by 
valuing poor, fair, and good as 1 , 2, and 3, respectively, on the initial assessment. 

] Since there was no "no progress" column for the evaluation section, little progress 

was considered null. Some progress and substantial progress were valued 1 and 2, 
respectively. Scores received in each evaluation period were added to the base 
| score of the initial assessment. Also, even though each category was broken into 

several items for teachers to check, each category was treated as a unit in running 
. the statistical tests. 

An "f" in the four categories of listening skills, speaking skills, writing skills, and 
standard English usage was found to be significant at the 1% level of confidence, 

| indicating a significant difference between sets. Therefore, a "t" ratio was com- 

puted to determine areas of significance. The following shows the results. 

! 

I 

4 

I 
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1 . 



Listening Skills; 



Teachers rated students in four areas of listening skills: (1) listens to acquire 
meaning; (2) listens to follow directions; (3) listens to make an evaluation; 
and (4) listens to enjoy. 





1 nitial 
Assessment 


1st 

Eval . 


2nd 
Eval . 


3rd 
Eval . 


Set Sums 


236.00 


303.00 


389.00 


435.00 


Set Means 


7.38 


9.47 


12.16 


13.57 


Sum of Deviations 
Squared 


171 .36 


341.94 


396.36 


479.78 


Variances 


5.36 


10.69 


12.39 


15.00 


Standard Deviations 


2.31 


3.27 


3.52 


3.87 



f = 21 .88 Significant at 1% level of confidence 

A "t" of 2.94 between the initial assessment and the first evaluation and a 
"t" of 3. 16 between the first evaluation and the second evaluation were sig- 
nificant at the 1% level of confidence. 

2. Speaking Skills : 

Teachers rated students in six areas of speaking skills: (1) enunciates words 



clearly; (2) uses 


verb forms correctly; (3) speaks 


in phrases; 


(4) speaks in com 


plete sentences; (5) expresses thoughts 


in logical 


sequence; 


and (6) speaks 


with confidence 












Ini tial 


1 St 


2nd 


3rd 




Assessment 


Eval. 


Eval . 


Eva 1 . 


Set Sums 


282.00 


366.00 


468.00 


534.00 


Set Means 


8.81 


11.41 


14.62 


16.69 


Sums of Deviations 










Squared 


189.00 


340.86 


493.36 


787.00 


Variances 


5.91 


10.65 


15.42 


24.59 


Standard Deviations 


2.43 


3.26 


3.93 


4.96 


f = 26.43 


Significant at 1% leve 


1 of confidence 






/. "t" of 3.65 between the initial and the first evaluation and a "t" of 3.93 
between the first evaluation and the second evaluation were significant at 
the 1% level of confidence. 



M \ 

4-i 
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3. Writing Skills: 



Teachers rated students in four areas of writing skills: (1) uses correct letter 
forms in handwriting; (2) expresses ideas through informational writing; 

(3) uses'descriptive adjectives; and (4) participates in creative writing. 





Initial 

Assessment 


1 st 
Eval . 


2nd 
Eval . 


3rd 
Eval . 


Set Sums 


133.00 


157.00 


209.00 


244.00 


Set Means 


4.16 


4.91 


6.53 


7.63 


Sums of Deviations 
Squared 


191 .59 


278.78 


547.94 


729.60 


Variances 


5.99 


8.71 


17.12 


22.80 


Standard Deviations 


2.45 


2.95 


4.14 


4.77 


f = 10.52 


Significant at 1% level of confidence 




A "t" of 2.82 between the initial assessment and second evaluation period 
was significant at the 5% level of confidence. A "t" of 3.69 was signifi- 
cant at the 1% level of confidence on a pre-post basis. 


Standard English Usage: 










Teachers rated students in two areas of standard English usage: (1) uses own 
vocabulary (home); and (2) uses standard English in expressing ideas. 




Initial 

Assessment 


1st 

Eval . 


2nd 
Eval . 


3rd 
Eval . 


Set Sums 


111.00 


133.00 


159.00 


182.00 


Set Means 


3.47 


4.16 


4.97 


5.69 


Sums of Deviations 
Squared 


27.94 


38.36 


74.94 


103.00 


Variances 


.87 


1.20 


2.34 


3.22 


Standard Deviations 


.93 


1.10 


1 .53 


1 .79 



f = 15. 11 Significant at 1% level of confidence 

A "t" of 2.65 between the initial assessment of the first evaluation and a "t" 
of 2.45 between the first evaluation and the second evaluation periods, were 
both significant at the 5% level of confidence. A "t" of 6.16 was significant 
at the 1% level of confidence on a pre-post basis. 
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Statistically, the greatest progress was made between the initial assessment and 
the second evaluation period in all four categories — from the beginning of the 
program through the end of February. It is possible that these results are due to 
the impact of the program, which stimulated learning enough that the students 
peaked two-thirds of the way through the program. It is also possible that 
these results are caused by the limitation of the tool . Since each of the three 
evaluations was made on the basis of the rating on the initial assessment, if a stu- 
dent attained substantial progress for each evaluation period, gains beyond the 
first evaluation period would not be apparent. 

C. Objective ^3: To involve parents in the educational programs in order to establish 

positive attitudes toward the schools, thereby reinforcing students' 
learning attitudes. 

1. Parental Involvement: 

The family aides were the vehicle to achieve parental involvement. Monthly 
reports of parents contacted revealed that nearly all parents of program partici- 
pants were contacted at least once. However, more frequent contact was 
typical except in cases of unresponsive parents or parents who were unable to 
be reached. Since the ultimate goal of the aides was to bring the home and 
the school together, monthly reports from the teachers asked for a tally of 
parental involvement to determine the extent of actual context between the 
teacher and the parent. Shown below are the year's totals. 

Type of Contact No. of Parents 

Classroom visits 183 

Parent-teacher conferences 308 

Field trip participation 1 3 i 

Special school programs 88 

Volunteers 57 

Other 131 

The "other" category included telephone calls by teachers, home visits, and 
some of the activities mentioned under Objective ^1 where parents were invited 
to the home of the teacher. 

Parental participation in the local Title I Advisory Council also indicated suc- 
cess in attaining parental involvement. This year membership reached 107. On 
the average, approximately 30 to 50 members attended each meeting. In the 
April 1970 meeting, parents expressed desire to continue meetings during the 
summer months. Since this was the first year that the Council has not been dis- 
banded for the summer, the parental enthusiasm and interest for further involve- 
ment is noteworthy. 
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Objective ^4; 



To modify social behavior in peer group membership. 

Objective $ 5 : To develop positive attitudes toward self. 

The "Teacher's Assessment of Pupil Progress" report included an area of social arid 
emotional adjustment. The method of andyzation described under the discussion 
of Objective ^2 is applicable here, also. Items rated by teachers were: (1) atti- 
tude toward school; (2) cooperation, (3) work habits; (4) punctuality; (5) attend- 
ance; (6) attitude toward others, and (7) attitude toward self. 





Initial 

Assessment 


1st 

Eval . 


2nd 
Eval . 


3rd 
Eval . 


Set Sums 


485.00 


590.00 


732.00 


802.00 


Set Means 


15.16 


18.44. 


22.88 


25.06 


Sums of Deviations 
Squared 


318.36 


871.64 


1,019.36 


873.76 


Variances 


9.95 


27.24 


31.86 


27.31 


Standard Deviations 


3.15 


5.22 


5.64 


5.23 


f = 25.38 


Significant at 1% 


level of confidence 





A "t" of 3.04 between the initial assessment and the first evaluation and a "t" of 
4.26 between the second and third evaluations were significant at the 1% level of 
confidence. 

The negative trend in social adjustment found ers rhe California Test of Personality 
is not consistent with the evaluation of the individual teachers, shown above. 

This, again, may be due to the limitations of the teacher's assessment tool since 
it did not contain a no progress or regression column. However, since each teacher' 
evaluation was made on the basis of the initial assessment and since in statistical 
compilation the numerical substitutions for the teachers' ratings were added to the 
base score obtained on the initial assessment, the upward trend of the set sums is 
Indicative that teachers did feel progress was being made in this area. 



PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



3. Summary of Non-Test Data 

Include any information which, administratively, you feel is relevant to 
the evaluation of this activity. This section may include, but not be 
limited to, such items as: 

(a) Incidents involving Title I participants which may have human interest value; 

(b) Unexpected benefits precipitated by this activity; 

(c) Any photographs or news releases concerned with this activity; and 

(d) Results, of informal questionnaires completed by parents, students, 
or teachers. 



A. Coordinator's Appraisal of Program 

1 . Program Strengths: 

- The attitude of program personnel was good. 

- The physical environment of the classrooms was generally satisfactory. 
Teachers who did not have adequate facilities appeared to be adept in 
improvising to create a learning environment. 

- Teaching techniques used in the classroom included sequential develop- 
ment of sk ills. 

- Family aides were successful in attaining mast parent involvement goals. 

2. Program Weaknesses: 

- Greater improvement in teacher planning time can be made. 

- Family aides often lacked adequate facilities and privacy when working 
from the schools, particularly in placing telephone calls. 

- Teachers felt that some presentations by consultants during 'nservice. activi- 
ties were repetitious and would warrant closer screening of materials to be 
presented . 

- Staff generally felt that more parents should be involved in parent-teacher 
conferences . 

- Committee assignments in the local Title I Advisory Council could be more 
functional . 
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B. 



"Newsworthy School:" 



The following article appeared in the October 1969 Spotlight on Education news 
letter published by the State Department of Education^ Lois Craig is a Title I 
school . 



Magazine cites Lois Craig Elementary as "Newsworthy School 



Lois Craig Elementary School, 2637 
East Gowan Road, Las Vegas, has 
been cited as a Newsworthy School 
by Instructor Magazine, a nationally- 
circulated monthly for elementary 
teachers. 

A certificate of merit from E. Stan- 
ley Copeland, Jr., publisher of the 
magazine, was presented to Lois Craig 
Principal Ken Marshall last week by 
Associate Superintendent for Commu- 
nications Harvey Dondero of the Clark 
County School District. 



The award was made because Lois 
Craig “is a school where special efforts 
aided by almost a dozen special staff 
members are solving the problems of a 
75 percent yearly pupil turnover,” ac- 
cording to the magazine. 

Mrs. Edith Atkcrson, a special edu- 
cation teacher at Lois Craig, brought 
the school to the attention of Instructor 
Magazine. She cited the school’s spe- 
cial staff, which includes a speech ther- 
apist, psychologist, nurse, social work- 
er and Title I teacher, and their efforts 



to handle the special problems created 
by student transiency. 

Many parents in the Lois Craig 
area move often because of the labor 
market and because of military trans- 
fers, says Mrs. Atkcrson. 

Lois Craig was one of the first 
integrated elementary schools in Clark 
County. This year 35 percent of the 
800 students are Negro, and sizeable 
contingents of Indian and Mcxican- 
Amcrican children also attend the 
school. 



c. 



Opinionnaires 



Copies of the opinionnaires with a tabulation of responses per item are shown in 
Appendix C. 

1 . Title I Teacher Opinionnaire; 

The nineteen program teachers completed this opinionnaire. Items relating to 
the development of improved vocabulary and to the family aide as an essential 
component of the program received the most positive response. Inservice 
activities generally elicited favorable opinion. Program evaluation was rated 
lower than any area. Of particular interest is item 24 regarding the appropri- 
ateness of the tests administered to evaluate pupil progress, in which 37 percent 
of the responses can be considered negative, 37 percent positive, and 26 per- 
cent neutral . 

2. Family Aide Opinionnaire : 

Six family aides completed this form. Their responses were generally favor- 
able for the entire slate of questions. 

3. Parent Reaction Form: 

Approximately 63 percent of the parents responded to this inquiry for a return 
of 250 forms. The weakest area is in parent attendance at Advisory Council 
meetings in which 162 parents indicated that they had not attended. However, 
only six parents stated that they had not been informed about the meetings. 



( 
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APPENDIX A 

PICTURES OF SELD ACTIVITIES 




50 



i I ELD TRIP TO POST OFFICE 



Students display posters made 
for the NLV Post Office. 



Students look at their posters 
on the Post Office walls. 




a A 

M AJU nc II 







Students mail cards. 



Students watch postal workers 
weigh mail . 





O 

ERIC 
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Postal worker explains that sorted mail 
goes into different mailbags to be 
shipped to different cities. 





Students see demonstration of package 
wrapping machine. Packages were 
wrapped and tied automatically. 




(ERIC 
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BAKING ACTIVITIES 



Students baked pumpkin pies. Here, 
teacher is helping student garnish a pie with 
whipping cream. 




I 



i 

Cookie time! Students shape cookies with cookie cutters. Later, make 
{ frosting for decoration. 




ACADEMIC ACCOMPLISHMENT 




i 

s 

I 



V'* 

) 

I 



i 

i 

I 



Title I student displays trophy won for doing 
good work in his regular classroom. 



I 

( 

! 

i 

I 

i 
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TRIPS TO FARMS 



At dairy farm, students see calf. One student is getting milk from a cow. 




Students with onions picked 
during visit to L. D.S. farm. 



PETTING ZOO 






FANTASY PARK 
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SOCIAL EXPERIENCES FOR LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 



TEACHER'S PUPIL ASSESSMENT OF PROGRESS 



^ Student's Name _Birthdate Grade 

| School Teacher 



| Instructions: 

1 



L 



1. This report is prepared on NCR paper. No carbon paper is necessary. The white 
copy is for your records. The remaining sheets — yellow, pink, blue, and green — 
are each to be submitted to the Title I office at the separate report periods indicated 
below. 

2. Make initial assessment of each child and bring completed copies to the in-service 
activities on Friday, October 31, 1969 (yellow copy). 

3. Three evaluations in addition to the initial assessment will be due in this office 
on the following dates: 



Friday, December 12, 1969 (submit blue copy) 
Friday, February 27, 1970 (submit pink copy) 



Friday, May 8, 1970 (submit green copy) 

NOTE: Each time you evaluate student progress, rate obseivations on the basis 
of the initial assessment. 



i 

1 

I 

I 

I 



1 . Listening Skills 

Listens to acquire meaning 
Listens to follow directions 
Listens to make an evaluation 
Listens to enjoy 



ERIC 



Initial Assessment Evaluation 

Littie Some Substantial 

Poor Fair Good Progress Progress Progress 
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SELD - Teacher's Pupil Assessment of Progress 
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Iriitiol Assessment - 

Little 

Poor Fair Good Progress 



2. Speaking Skills 

Enunciates words clearly 

Uses verb forms correctly 

Speaks in phrases 

Speaks in complete sentences 

Expresses thoughts in logical 
sequence 

Speaks with confidence 

3. Writing Skills 

Uses correct letter forms in 
handwriting 

Expresses ideas through informational 
writing 

Uses descriptive adjectives 

Participates in creative writing 



Standard English Usage 

Uses own vocabulary (home) 

Uses standard English in expressing 
ideas 



5. Social and Emotional Adjustment 
^ Attitude toward school 

Cooperation 



I 

5 

ERIC 
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.Evaluation 
Some Substantial 
Progress Progress 



4 



SELD - Teacher's Pupil Assessment of Progress 



I 

1 

I 

I 

I 

I 



Initial Assessment 



Poor Fair Good 



Little 

Progress 



(Social and Emotional Adjustment - con't) 

Work habits 
Punctuality 
Attendance 
Attitude toward others 
Attitude toward self 



I COMMENTS (if applicable): 
I. Initial' Assessment 



J 

I 

I 



2. First Evaluation 



H 3. Second Evaluation 



I 

I 

I 

I 



4. Third, and final. Evaluation 



9/26/69 

O 

ERIC 
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Evaluation 

Some Substantial 
Progress Progress 



APPENDIX C 



! 

1. TITLE I TEACHER OPINION N AIRE 
I 2. FAMILY AIDE OPINIONNAIRE 

I 3. PARENT REACTION FORM 

i 

£ 

l 

1 

I 

I 
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(Revised 4-70) 



TITLE I TEACHER OPINIONNAIRE 

The following opinionnaire is being used to assess your opinion of the Title I 
Program that you have been involved in during the past year. If some of the 
questions do not apply to your project, please indicate by placing N/A in the 
space provided. 

Title I Project Regular SELD 

Grade Levels Represented 1 thru 3 

Number of Children in Each Grade Level 

Please indicate the progress of pupils in the areas listed below. 



1. 


Developed 


and 


impro 


,ved 


compref 


tension skill 


s . 








None 




1 




3 


11 


4 


Very 


Much 




1 




2 




3 


4 


5 






2. 


Developed 


and 


impro 


ved 


word perception skills. 








None 




2 




9 


6 


2 


Very 


Much 




‘ r 




2 




3 


4 


5 






3. 


Developed 


and 


impro 


ved 


organizi 


ational skill 


s . 








None 




1 




4 


12 


2 


Very 


Much 




1 




2“ 




3 


4 


5 






4. 


Developed 


and 


impro 


ved 


vocabul 


ary . 










None 








1 


7 


11 


Very 


Much 




1 




2 




3 


4 


5 






5. 


Developed 


and 


improved 


reading 


interest. 










None 








2 


13 


4 


Very 


Much 




1 




2 




3 


4 


5 






6. 


Improved ii 


i the 


: care 


of handling 


of books . 










None 








3 


7 


9 


Very 


Much 



12 3 4 5 
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Title | Teacher Opinionnaire 
Page 2 

9 

7. To what extent did pupils demonstrate a positive attitude toward school? 



Decrease 298 Increase 





1 


r 

I- 


5 




8. 


To what eXTent did 


pupils demonstrate a change in self-concept? 




Decrease 


1 12 


6 


increase 




1 


13 ^ 


5 




9. 


To what extent did 


pupils demonstrate a positive social change? 




Decrease 


o 

CM 


7 


Increase 



7 5 3 4 J 



10. Judging from the parent-teacher conferences that you had, to what extent were 
the parents of pupils in this special program informed about the program? 





Minimum 


6 9 


4 Maximum 


N/A 




1 


2 3 4 


5 




11 . 


In your opinion, 


was the role of the family-aide 


well defined ? 






Inadequate 


1 6 


12 Adequate 


N/A 




1 


2 3 4 


5 




12 . 


To what extent did the family-aide contribute to the effectiveness of th 


e program? 




Negligible 


7 


11 Significantly 


N/A 




1 


“2 3” ~~4 


5 




13. 


In your opinion. 


did you have sufficient contact with the parents? 






Inadequate 1 


4 6 4 


4 Adequate 


N/A 




1 


5 • g 


5 




14. 


In your opinion. 


is the family-aide an essential 


component of the program? 




Unnecessary 


1 4 


14 Necessary . 


N/A 




1 


T 3 4 


5 




15. 


Was the room wh 


ere you conducted your classes 


adequate? 






Inadequate 2 


1 5 3 


8 Adequate 






1 


" 5 — *3 —3 


5 





0 
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Title I Teacher Opinionnaire 
Pac|e 3 

l 

16. To what extent did the inservice sessions contribute to your effectiveness and 
professional growth? 

Negligible 4 4 10 Significantly N/A 

i r~ r~ “3 5 

17. In your opinion, were the inservice sessions well planned? 

Poor 3 10 5 Good 

_____ 3 5 “ 

18. To what extent did the orientation sessions contribute to your effectiveness? 

Negligible 3 7 8 Significantly 1 N/A 

1 2 5 4 5 

19. In your opinion, were the orientation sessions well planned? 

Poor 2 8 6 Good N/A 

1 2 3 “4 5 

20. In your opinion, were there sufficient orientation and inservice activities? 

Inadequate 2 2 6 8 Adequate N/A 

j 5 — 3 4“ 5 

21 . In your opinion, were the inservice sessions conveniently scheduled? 

Yes 19 N o N/A 

22. In your opinion, what is the ideal number of pupils per group? 

1 - 3 12 4 - 6 7 7 - 1 0 oth er 2-4 = 1 

23. Were the instruments used for student selection appropriate? 

Inappropriate 3 7 6 2 Appropriate N/A 

i 5 3 4 5 

24 . Were the instruments used for evaluating pupil progress appropriate? 

Inappropriate 1 6 5 5 2 Appropriate 

— ) 1l 3 4 5 
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Title I Teacher Opinionnaire 
Page 4 

25. Please list the field trips you took as part of the program . Then indicate to the 
extent to which you felt each trip was successful . 

N/A 



North L.V. Post Office 


Minimum 




1 1 




Maximum 






1 


T 3 TT 


5 




Bird Farm 


l 

Minimum 


1 


\ 1 


3 


Maximum 






1 


CO 

CM 


5 




Farm 


Minimum 




* 1 1 


2 


Maximum 






1 


2 “3 4 


5 




Fantasy Park 


Minimum 




1 1 


1 


Maximum 






) 


2 3 4 


5 




Museum 


Minimum 




2 2 


2 


Maximum 






) 


2 3 4 


5 




Valley of Fire 


Minimum 


1 




4 


Maximum 


continued below - 




1 


3 T~ 


5 




Were you supplied adequate information 
pre and follow-up planning? 


about the field trips to aid 


you in 


developing 


Inadequate 1 


7 


3 


7 Adequate 




N/A 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 







27. Do you feel there is need for more area specialists in the program? If so, indicate 
the areas where specialists are needed. 



28. 



Please list any materials that you found effective that could be adopted for use by the 
entire program. 



(25 continued) 
City Hall 
Library 

Mt. Charleston 
Lee Canyon 
Boat Ride 
Channel 13 TV 
Roger Springs 
BAkery 
Corn Creek 
l'ule Springs 
Airport 
Petting Zoo 



1 

2 

2 

1 

1 1 
1 2 



1 1 



1 1 

1 i 3 

5 5 3 

2 

9 

1 1 4 

1 

4 4 4 

4 

1 1 1 

1 1 10 

1 1 2 
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29. Which activities or projects, if any, were most effective? 



30. Which activities or projects, if any, were least effective? 



31 . What recommendations, if any, do you have to improve the program? 
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(Revised 4-70) 



FAMILY-AIDE OPINIONNAIRE 



The following opinionnaire is being used to assess your opinion of the Title I Program 
in which you served as a family aide. Your opinion will be used to evaluate the 
present programs a~d will also serve as a means for ir proving next year's program. 

1 . Please evaluate the effectiveness of the orientation week for your specific job. 



3 . 



4 . 



7. 



8. 



Ineffective 



2 Effective 



\ 2 3 4 5 

2. Was the work required from you reasonable for the time allowed? 



Unreasonable 



T 



T 



2 Reasonable 

~5 



Was the work expected from you reasonable considering your background? 
Unreasonable 2 4 Reasonable 

| j 5 4 • 5 

Please rate the objectives that were developed for family aides. 
Inadequate 



T 



2 

T 



5. Were those objectives achieved ? 
Minimum 1 1 



1 



3 Adequate 

1 



2 1 Maximum 

_ ~ 



6. Was sufficient planning time allotted between you and the teacher? 



Insufficient 



1 

T 



5 Sufficient 



1 2 3 4 5 

To what extent was time provided for you to confer with teachers? 



Minimum 



1 



5 Maximum 



1 2 3 4 5 

r- 

What was the general attitude of parents toward the program? 
Negative 2 2 2 Positive 



1 



7 



5 



Family-Aide Opinionnaire 
Page 2 



i 



I 

I 

I 

1 



9. What were the feelings of parents in regard to field trips? 

Negative 2 1 3 Positive 

] 5 3 4 5 

10. Do you feel that you had adequate time to spend with parents? 

Inadequate 2 1 3 Adequate 

5 J 7 S 

11. Do you feel that you were able to answer parents questions satisfactorily? 

No 2 13 Yes 

~i 5 3 7 r~ 

12. Please rate your workload. 

Light 3 1 2 Heavy 

— 1 2 3 ~7 5 

13. What, if any, are the strong points of the program? 

Parent involvement . 

Good communication with parents 
Small classes 

Positive social experiences for students . 

14. What, if any, are the week points of the program? 

Better communications for the staff. 

Better organization for field trips. 



15. What recommendations do you have, if any, that would improve the program? 
Advance notification of meetings. 

Use of aides for parent-teacher conferences. 



16. General Comments: 

* 

Parents want more involvement and alsp ways to express their views . 



O 

eric: 
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PARENT REACTION FORM 

This past year, your child has been enrolled in a special program that was designed to 
provide special educational enrichment activities. We would appreciate your response 
to the following questions: 

1 . Does your child enjoy school more this year than he has in the past? 

Yes 195 No 12 Don't know 43 

2. Were you informed about special activities in the program? 

Yes 140 N o 9 

3. Did you attend any of the Title I Local Advisory Council meetings? 

Yes 96 No 154 

4. Were you informed about the Title I Local Advisory Council meetings? 

Yes 244 No 6 

5. Did you serve on any of the council committee? Ye s 39 N o 201 

6. Which of the following school activities did you attend? 

36 Field Trips 53 Classroom Visits 101 
68 Special School Programs 96 None 

7. Do you feel the program helped your child? Yes 235 No 5 

8. Would you like to have your child attend a similar program next year? 

Yes 241 No 5 

9. Please add any comments that you may have about the program. 

Good program fo r students and parents . ■ 

flold trips flooTT 

rsTce, friend iy teachen 



(Use the back of this sheeTJ"” 
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! SUMMER EXTENSION OF 



SOCIAL EXPERIENCES FOR LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 



1 



PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Please complete all Items in Part II for each activity in this project. 

1. TABLES IV & V 

Summary of Activity Effectiveness 

TABLE IV 

Summarize the student progress toward achieving the stated behavioral 
objectives for each activity. Indicate, by grade level, the number of students 
who showed stubstant ial progress in achieving the objective, some progress in 
achieving the objective, and those who showed little or no progress in achiev- 
ing the objective. 

r Sociol Experiences for 

Title of Activity Let tv: ucoe ^evelcorv.ent 

To reinforce learning experiences \y observation of tee 
1st Objective environment aiv> e\p« nsior. of information abo ut the wor! f . ’ 

To develop Enel is r languor e arts through a program of 
2nd Objective integrated I ocirt ; 1 nc experiences. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Clymer-Barrett 
Pre-Reading Test 


Same 


Form of Test 


A 


B 


Date test administered 


June, 1970 


July, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


Kindergarten 


Kindergarten 


Number of Students Tested 


26 


26 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


30.85 


34.58 


Standard D 2 viati.on 


12.07 


10.58 


A T P-1 j. m 






Number of 
Student?) 
Scoring 
•t or be- 
low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 




90th Percentile 


25 


26 


75th " " 


22 


19 • 


50th " » 


15 


11 


25th " " 


9 


6. _ . 


15th " " 


4 


2 1 


10th " " 


2 


0 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

«• 

** - If not Raw Score | indicate typo of score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 

t 



• ■ 

Table V - Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



I 

1 

i 

I 

I 

I 

I 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Cooperative Primary Tests 
Listening 


Same 


Form of Test 


12B 


12A 


Date test administered 


June, 1970 


July, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


1 


1 


Number of Students Tested 


51 


51 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


28.56 


25.30 


c 


Itandard D^viat ion 


6.29 


5.95 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percent ile . 


51 


51 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » " 


50 


51 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


47 


49 


25th " " 


37 


43 


15th " " 


31 


36 


10th " " 


25 


18 



* - 



** 



Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
If not Raw Score, indicate type af score reported. 



« 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT ' 



. * * * 

Table V - Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Cooperative Primary Tests 
‘Word Analysis 


Same 


Form of Test 


13B 


13A 


Date test administered 


June, 1970 


July, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


1 


1 


Number of Students Tested 


51 


51 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


19.75 


22.37 


Standard Deviation 


6.10 


7.68 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


51 


51 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " » 


51 


51 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


51 


50 


25th " 


46 


38 


15th " " 


40 


27. 


10th " " 


35 


22 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
- If not Raw Score, indicate type af score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



• • 

Table V - Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Cooperative Primary Tests 

A 

Listening 


Same 


Form of Test 


12B 


1.2A 


Date test administered 


June, 1970 


July, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


2 


2 


Number of Students Tested 


49 


49 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


23.19 


27.43 


c 


standard Dcviat ion 


6.60 


7.58 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile: 


49 


47' 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


47 


43 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat ional 
Norms 


50th " " 


45 


41 


25th " " 


40 


32 


15th " " 


28 


22 


10th " 


24 


18 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - If not Raw Score, indicate type af score reported. 
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PART if* 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



• • 

Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



I Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


IB ■ — • - 

— Name of test (sub-test)* 

I 


Cooperative Primary Tests 

A 

Word Analysis 


Same 


| Form of Test 


13B 


13A 


£ Date test administered 


June, 1970 


July, 1970 ' 


m Grade or Grade Level 


2 


2 


1 * 

Number of Students Tested 


49 


49 


RAW 

I SCORE** 


Mean 


29.21 


29.94 


Standard Deviation 


10.20 


10.03 


■ Number of 

■ Students 




90th Percentile 


49 


49 


Scoring 

I at or be- 


75th » " 


49 


49 


1 low percen- 

tiles ac- 

| cording to 

| National 

Norms 

l 


50th " " 


47 


49 


25th " " 


4? 


39 


15th " 


36 


34 


10th " " 


29 


29 



I * - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 

I 
I 

! * O 

me 



-75- 



78 



Evaluation II 
EDN 89-10-10 
Page 3 



PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 
Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



1 

‘ Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Tes t 


| Name of test (sub-test)* 


Cooperative Primary Tests 
‘Listening 


Sam© 


| Form of Test 


23 B 


23A 


| Date test administered 


June, 1970 


July, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


3 


3 


i Number of Students Tested 


26 


26 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


28.27 


^ * ^ — 

30.08 


Standard Deviation 


7.35 


7.07 


f Number of 

1 Students 




90th Percentile 


26 


25 


Scoring 

{ at or be- 


75th 11 11 


25 


25 


j low percen- 

tiles ac- 

. cording to 

1 National 

Norms 

1 , 


50th 11 " 


24 


23 


25th " " 


17 


17 


15th " 


13 


10- 


10th " 


13 


10 



- Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
- If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 

I ' . 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 

I 

> • 

Table V - Data Presentation 

I 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 

I activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 

administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



■ Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


J Name of test (sub-test)* 


Cooperative Primary Tests 
'Word Analysis 


Same 


J Form of Test 


13B 


1.3A 


| ; Date test administered 


June, 1970 


July, 1970 


j" Grade or Grade Level 


3 


3 


, Number of Students Tested 


26 


26 


RAW 

j SCORE** 


Mean 


32.07 


35.85 


Standard Deviat ion 


12.47 


10.85 


| Number of 

( Students 




90th Percentile 


25 


26 


Scoring 

( at or be- 


75th » " 


24 


25 


J low percen- 

tiles ac- 

, cording to 

I National 

Norms 

i: 


50th " " 


24 


25 


25th " 


24 


23 


15th " " 


21 


21. 


10th “ " 


20 


20 



" - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - if not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Summary of conclusions based upon data analysis - Tables IV & V. 



The evaluation of the Summer Social Experiences for Language Development Program 
consisted of a pretest-posttest design. The following stated objectives were assessed 
by the indicated instruments. 



Objective 1 



instrument 



To reinforce learning experiences by observation of the environment 
and expansion of information about the world through visits to 
institutions and to points of interest. 

Clark County Social Science Test 



Objective 2 



To develop Language Arts through a program of integrated learning 
experiences. 



Instrument 



Objective 3 



Cooperative Primary Tests (Listening and Word Analysis Subtests), 
Clymer Barrett Pre-Reading Tests 

To involve parents in the educational programs in order to establish 
positive attitudes toward the schools, thereby reinforcing students' 
learning attitudes . 



Instrument 



Subjective Opinionnaires 



Tables IV and V present a summary of students' progress. 

When percentile ranks were available for the instrument used, a change in percentile 
rank of from 0 to 5 was considered little or no progress. Some progress was assessed on 
the basis of from 6 to 10 percentiles, while substantial progress consisted of a gain of 
more than ten percentiles. These values were felt to be sufficient based on the short 
duration of the program. Since no percentile norms were available for the Clark County 
Primary Social Studies Test, a change in raw score of 0 to 3 scores constituted little or 
no progress, 4 to 6 score differences as some progress, and over 6 score differences as 
substantial progress. 

Attainmertt of each objective as assessed by standardized tests was based on the number 
of students making some or substantial progress. This information, combined with a "t" 
test of significance by test and grade level, is presented in the following summary. 
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Objective ^1: 

CHART 1 

Clark County Primary Social Science Test 
Pretest-Posttest Comparisons 



PRETEST POSTTEST 



Grade 


N_ 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Gain 


t ratio 


1 


79 


30.97 


5.59 


32.92 


7.04 


1.95 


2.71** 


2 


70 


36.26 


5.81 


37.49 


5.81 


1.23 


2.51* 


3 


15 


41.27 


3.79 


44.13 


3.12 


2.86 


3.92** 



*Significant at the .05 level 
**Significant at the .01 level 



In all cases, there was a significant improvement in social studies achievement. On 
Table IV, approximately 43 percent of the students made considerable progress. This 
information, incorporated with the results of Chart 1 indicate that Objective ^1 was 
attained for the group at a rather high level of confidence. 

Objective ^2: 

CHART 2 



Clymer Barrett Pre-Reading Test 
Pretest-Posttest Comparisons 
PRETEST POSTTEST 



Grade 


IN 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Gain 


t ratio 


Kdgn. 


26 


30.85 


12.07 


34.58 


10.58 


3.73 


2.76 










CHART 3 














Cooperative Primary Listening Test 












Pretest 


-Posttest Comparisons 










PRETEST 


POSTTEST 






Grade 


N_ 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Gain 


t ratio 


1 


54 


28.56 


6.29 


25.30 


5.95 


-3.26 


-3.47** 


2 


54 


23.19 


6.60 


27.43 


7.58 


4.24 


4.42** 


3 


26 


28.27 


7.35 


30.08 


7.07 


1.81 


1.52 



**Significant at the .01 level 
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CHART 4 



Cooperative Primary Word Analysis Test 
Pretest-Posttest Comparisons 

PRETEST POSTTEST 



Grade 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


EU 


Gain 


t ratio 


1 


27 


19.75 


6.10 


22.37 


7.68 


2.62 


2.17* 


2 


48 


29.21 


10.20 


29.94 


10.03 


.73 


.59 


3 


52 


32.07 


12.47 


35.85 


10.58 


3.78 


1.44 



*Significant at the .05 level 

In assessing the achievement of Objective ^2, it would appear that considerable 
progress was made with kindergarten children. It is indicated that significant 
improvement was achieved with respect to preparing the children for reading. As 
can be seen on Table IV, more than 50 percent of the pupils made substantial 
gains during the six week session. 

Substantial improvement in listening skills was inadequate only at the second grade 
level. In the first grade, there was a loss in achievement. This significant loss 
is difficult to explain since gains were observed in other subtests at all three 
grade levels. Third grade students demonstrated a positive growth in listening 
skills, although the growth was not significant. 

In word analysis skills, significant improvement was made at only grade one. In 
the second and third grades, positive improvement trends can be seen but the 
growth was not sufficient to be statistically significant. 

Attainment of Objective ^2 leaves considerable room for speculation. The pretest 
results at the first grade level in listening skills would appear to be inflated since 
the mean pretest score is larger than either the second or third grade results. On 
the other hand, in the first grade, there was significant improvement in word 
analysis skills. Based on this information, it would appear that first grade pretest 
results for the listening skills were not an accurate portrayal of student ability. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OP EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



2. Measures utilized in evaluating objectives of activity other than 
standardized test results. Present all data in tabular or graphic 
form, and inc lude samples of all locally devised measures. (Identify 
attachments with specific activities.) 



The summer portion of the SELD program was an extension of the regular school year pro- 
gram. Except for the deletion of Objectives ^4 and ^5, program goals remained the same. 
Therefore, monitoring tools and methods of compiling data for presentation were also 
similar. 

A. Objective *1: To reinforce learning experiences by observation of the environment 

and expansion of information about the world through visits to insti- 
tutions and to points of interest. 

During the summer extension, weekly field trips ensued for a total of 6 trips for each 
class. Places visited included the Nevada State Museum and Southwest Desert Insti- 
tute, Roger Springs, the North Las Vegas Library, a television station, the Boulevard 
Shopping Mall, Doolittle Recreation Center, Fremont Street and a tour of the Mint 
Hotel, the Mike Hines Ranch, Fantasy Park, Paradise Park, Lorenzi Park, Calico 
Springs, the Reptile Farm, and the Shrine Circus, Every effort was made to assure 
that students participated in different cultural experiences in the summer segment 
than they had during the regular school year. 

In addition to the field trips, some classes took additional excursions, including a tour 
of the Pepsi Cola plant, a visit to a pet shop, a trip to the Lewis E. Rowe Elementary 
School where an Indian session of summer school was in process; and some teachers had 
guest speakers on various topics and planned special parties for their students. 

These enrichment activities were considered the backbone of the summer activities 
from which language could develop. No trip was taken in which staff members had 
not first checked for the purposes of assuring that it would be a worthwhile activity 
and in order to assist teachers to plan their classroom activities prior to and after 
each excursion. Thus, the reinforcement of seeing, feeling, and experiencing con- 
cepts presented in the classroom could occur during each field trip. 

B. Objective ^2: To develop English language arts through a program of integrated 

learning experiences. 

A revised form of the "Teacher Assessment of Pupil Progress" was used to measure 
teacher opinion of student progress on a pre-post basis for this objective (copy of form 
attached in Appendix A). As in the regular program, students were rated in the 
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categories of listening skills, speaking skills, writing skills, and standard English 
usage. A random sampling of 31 students was selected, consisting of 5 kinder- 
garteners, 15 first graders, 7 second graders, and 4 third graders. 

For the summer extension, a no progress indicator was added to the evaluation sec- 
tion. Therefore, in compilation no progress was considered null and little progress, 
some progress, and substantial progress were valued 1, 2, and 3, respectively. 

Poor, fair, and good in the initial assessment were valued 1, 2, and 3. As in the 
regular program, each category was treated as a unit in running the statistical tests; 
and scores obtained on the evaluation at the end of the program were added to the 
base scores of the initial assessment. 



Presented below is a pre-post comparison of teacher evaluation in each of the four 
areas. Significant progress was found for each category. 



1 . Listening Skills : 

Listening skills checked by teachers included (1) listens to acquire meaning; 
(2) listens to follow directions; (3) listens to make an evaluation; and 



(4) listens to enjoy. 


(Pre) 


(Post) 




Initial Assessment 


Evaluation 


Set Means 


8.16 


“ 14.58 


Standard Deviation 


2.44 


4.96 


Standard Error of the Mean 


.44 


.89 



Posttest Mean-Pretest Mean 6.42 

Standard Error of the Mean .99 



t = 6.48 Significant at 1% level of confidence 



2. Speaking Skills : 

Speaking skills checked by teachers included (1) enunciates words clearly; 
(2) uses verb forms correctly; (3) speaks in phrases; (4) speaks in complete 
sentences; (5) expresses thoughts in logical sequence; and (6) speaks with 



confidence. 

(Pre) (Post) 

Initial Asses sment Evaluation 

Set Means 1 0 . 52 20.68 

Standard Deviation 3.44 7.19 

Standard Error of the Mean .62 1 .29 



Posttest Mean-Pretest Mean 10.16 

Standard Error of the Mean 1 .43 



t = 7. 1 Significant at 1% level of confidence 
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3. Writing Skills: 



Writing skills checked by teach 


ers included (1) uses correct letter forms in hand- 


writing; (2) expresses ideas through informational writing; (3) uses descriptive 


adjectives; and (4) participates 


in creative writing. 






(Pre) 


(Post) 




Initial Assessment 


Evaluation 


Set Means 


5.94 


10.9 


Standard Deviation 


2.17 


4.55 


Standard Error of the Mean 


.39 


.82 


Posttest Mean- 


Pretest Mean 4.96 




Standard Error 


of the Mean .91 




t = 5.45 Significant at 1% level of confidence 


Standard English Usage: 






Standard English usage skills ch< 


scked by teachers included (1) uses own vocabu- 


lary (home); and (2) uses standard English in expressing ideas. 




(Pre) 


(Post) 




Initial Assessment 


Eval uation 


Set Means 


TT" 


~T?S ) — 


Standard Deviation 


.83 


2.06 


Standard Error of the Mean 


.15 


.37 



Posttest Mean-Pretest Mean 2.91 

Standard Error of the Mean .4 



t — 7.28 Significant at 1% level of confidence 

Some discrepancy was found in the teacher opinion and standardized test data, the most obvious 
being listening skills. Several possibilities may account for this. Program supervision 
was not adequate to assure a satisfactory return of standardized tests, and it is possible 
that the pre-post data available fcr the evaluation were not typical of the population. 

On the other hand, the random sampling from which teacher opinion was analyzed should 
have been typical. It is also conceivable that teachers may have tended to rate 
students too high. In addition, more than half the teachers in the summer extension were 
not part of the program during the regular school year. These teachers may not have 
been as adept at assessing progress of the Title I student as Is desired. Some students do 
not show progress on a test even though their gains have been satisfactory. However, it 
is unlikely that this would have occurred with as much frequency as the contract would 
suggest. Whatever the cause for such differences in teacher opinion and actual test 
results, it is alarming to note a regression factor and, furthermore, it is especially 
perplexing in lieu of teacher opinion of progress. 
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Objective ^3: To involve parents in the educational programs in order to establish 

positive attitudes toward the schools, thereby reinforcing students' 
learning attitudes. 



Teachers were asked to complete a report at the end of the program in which they 
indicated the number of parents participating in the program, as shown below. 



Type of Contact 



Number of Parents 



Classroom visitations 53 

Parent-teacher conferences 28 

Field trips 78 

Special school programs 12 

Volunteers 19 



Although no numerical tally was given, teachers did indicate in an "Other" 
column that parents assisted in preparing costumes for a special program planned 
for the parents at the end of the program. 

In addition, parents' meetings were held in small groups. The family aides were 
most successful in getting parents to attend these meetings. An Advisory Council 
meeting was held in June, but attendance was low. This was rather surprising since 
the meeting was held at their request, made in April, that summer meetings be 
offered. The summarization on the Parent Reaction Form (included in the next 
evaluation section) shows 73 parents giving an affirmative response to Advisory 
Council attendance. However, only 19 attended the June meeting. Apparently, 
the respondents were reacting to events which occurred during the regular school 
year. Likewise, descrepancies occur between parent indication of attendance at 
school activities and the teacher count. However, some events, such as the parent 
meetings, did not involve teachers. Also, the teacher figure of 12 for special 
programs is questionable, for many parents made costumes for the special school 
program presented the last week of school, and it seems probable that many must 
have attended the program. 



PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



3. Summary of Non-Test' Data 

Include any information which, administratively, you feel is relevant to 
the evaluation of this activity. This section may include, but not be 
limited to, such items as: 

(a) Incidents involving Title I participants which may have human interest value; 

(b) Unexpected benefits precipitated by this activity; 

(c) Any photographs or news releases concerned with this activity; and 

(d) Results of informal questionnaires completed by parents, students, 
or teachers. 



A. Auxiliary Services 



The summer extension employed specialists in the areas of curriculum, resources, 
art., science, music, and physical education, as well as a school nurse and speech 
therapist. Summarized below are comments about the program and/or recommenda- 
tions for future programs made by these people. 

1 . Curriculum Specialist : 

Evidence of intellectual and emotional growth was seen. However, objectives 
did not seem to be completely reconciled to the evaluation design, therefore, 
rendering much of the testing invalid. Provisions for slides and rapid develop- 
ment of films so that students could react critically to their own activities would 
be beneficial for future activities. 

2. Resource Specialist : 

This person described his responsibilities for establishing the field trip schedule 
and for supplying teachers with adequate information about the trips in terms of 
classroom enrichment activities to complement eoch experience. He felt the 
trips were meaningful to the students, but also expressed the opinion that many 
valuable experiences could not be gleaned either because the distance to the 
site was too far or because the group was too large for the trip to be included 
in the schedule. 

3. Art and Science Specialis t: 

The recommendation was made that this position be divided into two positions 
so that adequate time in each area could be spent with the students. The ap- 
proach used this year often involved the students bringing to class specimens 
from field trips which were discussed, followed by drawings. Remembered ex- 
periences and impressions collected on the excursions were also drawn upon for 
creative expression. 
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4. Music Specialist : 

The music specialist felt the students responded enthusiastically to the music 
sessions. She noted that students seemed to relax, expressed joy, and often 
requested more instruction than was provided. The special program planned 
for parents at the end of the summer included a musical presentation of songs 
and dances of different ethnic groups and a history of sounds and beats as music 
evolved. 

5. Physical Education Specialist : 

One day a week was spent in large group instruction with concentration on 
fundamental skills. The remaining days of the week were spent in small group 
activities utilizing the fundamental skills presented to the large group. This 
specialist was pleased with the scheduling flexibility and the facilities. 

6. Speech Therapist : 

The speech therapist provided special assistance to students with identified 
speech defects, helped a selected group with overall language development, 
and met with parents to discuss their children's problems. She also worked 
with teachers on methods and techniques of phonetic drill . The weekly field 
trips served as a basis for material presented in the speech lessons. 

7. School Nurse ; 

Health education projects in the classrooms, detection of health problems with 
follow-up parent conferences, and information to parents about community health 
services were primary duties. The nurse had difficulty in arranging sufficient 
time in the classroom since other activities resulted in a fairly full schedule for 
the students. 

B. Site Administrator's Recommen dations 

1. The testing portion of the program should be shorter in the summer program to 
allow more time for program activities. 

2. One or two additional specialists should be hired and housed at Henderson, or 
any other second facility. The distance between the two sites this year pro- 
hibited satisfactory services in Henderson, since the four-hour day limited the 
time the specialists could spend traveling between the two sites and still provide 
the assistance needed. Since a majority of the students were housed at Jo Mackey, 
it was difficult to justify as many trips to Henderson as would have been desirable. 

3. Extra money should be made available for enrichment activities that could in- 
clude taking the students to a restaurant to eat, taking them to activities where 
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admission is charged, faking them on a shopping experience, or even taking 
them on an overnight trip. 



4. Teachers and aides should not be hired for the program without assurances that 
they will remain for its duration. 

5. The site administrator, curriculum specialist, and resource specialist should be 
hired first and then be involved in screening and hiring other program personnel . 

C. Coordinator's Appraisal 

Teachers appeared to be making maximum utilization of the facilities and the supple- 
mentary equipment and materials. There was evidence of a sequential language 
development program in the areas of vocabulary, word attack skills, and verbal ex- 
pression. Individualized instruction occurred, allowing each child to progress at 
his own rate. The staff took advantage of the skills and time of parents who were 
interested in helping in the program. 

D. Nutrition 

An added benefit to the summer extension included the provision of sack lunches for 
all students and their classroom supervisors. Some criticism about the foods prepared 
were made by the staff, such as hard boiled eggs which caused the children some dif- 
ficulty in handling. However, the nutritional segment was considered to be a criti- 
cal element of the program in that it afforded a needed nutrition break with the 
opportunity of presenting a congenial and relaxed setting for sharing food, and it also 
offered opportunity to teach table manners and the elements of a well-balanced diet. 

E. Opinionnaires 



I 

! 
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Appendix B contains copies of the Title I teacher and fumily aide opinionnaires and 
and the parent reaction form with a tabulation of responses. 

1 . Title I Teacher Opinionnaire: 



Sixteen opinionnaires were returned. In items 10, 11, 12, and 14 a positive 
reaction to the helpfulness of the family aides in involving parents in the program 
was seen. Responses to items 23 and 24 related the dissatisfaction with the 
testing program, as mentioned previously in the summary of the curriculum 
specialist's comments and under the site administrator's recommendations. Reaction to 
pupil progress, as reflected in items 1 - 9 suggests that teachers were not completely 
satisfied with program achievement, although the general trend reveals a greater number 
responding on the positive side of the midway point of "3". 
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APPENDIX A 



TEACHER ASSESSMENT OF PUPIL PROGRESS 
(REVISED FOR SUMMER EXTENSION) 



1970 SUMMER SOCIAL EXPERIENCES FOR LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 



I 

TEACHER'S PUPIL ASSESSMENT OF PROGRESS 

Student's Name Birthdate Grade 

School Teacher 



I 



Initial Assessment 


Evaluation 


1 Poor Fair Good 


No Little Some Substantial 

Progress Progress Progress Progress 


J 1. Listening Skills 

Listens to acquire meaning 
1 Listens to follow directions 

| Listens to make an evaluation 

Listens to en{oy 

I: 





J* Initial Assessment 


Evaluation 


1 

Poor Fair Good 


No tittle Some Substantial 

Progress Progress Progress Progress 


£ 2, Speaking Skills 

|” Enunciates words clearly __ 

Uses verb forms correctly 

J Speaks in phrases 

| Speaks In complete sentences 

Expresses thoughts in logical 

| sequence 

Speaks with confidence 

ERIC 

B On a 


i i i i i i 

CD 

1 INI! 

1 II 1 1 1 
1 INN 



I 



SELD - T eacher's Pupil Assessment of Progress -2- 



Initial Assessment 


Evaluation 


! Poor Fair Good 


No Little Some Substantial 

Progress Progress Progress Progress 


|"3. Writing Skills 

Uses correct letter forms in 

| handwriting 

Expresses ideas through 

| informational writing 

Uses descriptive adjectives 

1 Participates in creative 

writing 

1 


% 


Initial Assessment 


Evaluation 


1 Poor Fair Good 


No Littie Some Substantial 

Progress Progress Progress Progress 


J 4. Standard English Usage 

Uses own vocabulary (homo) __ __ 

j Uses standard English in 

expressing ideas 

1 






| COMMENTS : 

To Initial Assessment 

i mu 

| 2. Evaluation 

I 

I 

J 

ERIC 
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1. TITLE I TEACHER OPINIONNAIRE 

2. FAMILY AIDE OPINIONNAIRE 

3. PARENT REACTION FORM 
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(Revised 4-70) 



TITLE I TEACHER OPINIONNAIRE 

The following opinionnaire is being used to assess your opinion of the Title I 
Program that you have been involved in during the past year. If some of the 
questions do not apply to your project, please indicate by placing N/A in the 
space provided. 

Title I Project Summer SELD 

K - 4 2nd - 5 4th - 1 

Grade Levels Repiesente d 1st - 9 3rd - 3 Specialist - 1 

Number of Children in Each Grade Level 

Please indicate the progress of pupils in the areas listed below. 



1 . Developed and improved comprehension skills. 





None 


2 


6 3 


5 


Very Much 




1 


2 


3 4 


5 




2. 


Developed and improved word perception 


skills. 






None 1 


2 


6 3 


4 


Very Much 




1 


2 


3 4 


5 




3. 


Developed and improved organizational skills. 






None 


3 


4 6 


3 


Very Much 




“T" 


2 


3 4 


5 




4. 


Developed and improved vocabulary. 








None 




2 9 


5 


Very Much 




1 


2 


3 4 


5 




5. 


Developed and improved reading interest. 


• 




None 




3 12 


1 


Very Much 




1 





3 4 


5 




6. 


Improved in the care of handling of books. 






None 


1 


2 11 


2 


Very Much 




1 

« 


2 


3 4 


5 
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Title | Teacher Opinionnaire 
Page 2 

» 

7. To what extent did pupils demonstrate a positive attitude toward school? 

Decrease 2 4 10 Increase 

T 2 3 4 

8. To what extent did pupils demonstrate a change in self-concept? 

Decrease 1 1 H 3 Increase 

— T j 3* ? 5 

9. To what extent did pupils demonstrate a positive social change? 

Decrease 1 ^ 3 Increase 

— I 5 3 4 5 

10. Judging from the parent-teacher conferences that you had, to what extent were 
the parents of pupils in this special program informed about the program? 





Minimum 


1 2 3 


9 Maximum 1 


N/A 




1 


2 3 4 


5 




11. 


In your opinion, 


was the role of the family-aide well defined? 






Inadequate 


4 


12 Adequate 


N/A 




1 


2 3 T~ 


5 




12. 


To what extent did the family-aide contribute to the effectiveness of the 


: program? 




Negligible 


4 


12 Signifi 'antly 


N/A 




1 


"~2 3 4 


5 




13. 


In your opinion, 


did you have sufficient contact 


wi th the parents? 






Inadequate ^ 


1 3 9 


2 Adequate 


N/A 




1 


2 3 — : 4 


5 




14. 


In your opinion, 


is the family-aide an essential 


component of the program? 




Unnecessary 


3 


13 Necessary . 


N/A 




1 


Y 3 4 


5 




15. 


f'. 

Was the room where you conducted your classes adequate? 






Inadequate 1 


1 1 2 


1 1 Adequate 






1 


5 3 4 


5 
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Title I Teacher Opinionnaire 
Page 3 • ■' .' v: : 



16. 



17. 



To what extent did the inservice sessions contribute to your effectiveness and 
professional growth? 



Negligible 



2 

T 



3 

T 



1 T~ 3 A 5 

In your opinion, were the inservice sessions well planned? 



5 Significantly 



N/A 





Poor 1 3 


1 5 


6 Good 




1 2 


3 4 


5 


18. 


To what extent did the 


; orientation sessions contribute to your effectiveness? 




Negligible 2 


2 4 


2 6 Significantly N/A 




i 


2 3 


4 5 


19. 


In your opinion, were 


the orientation sessions well planned? 




Poor 1 1 


5 4 


5 Good N/A 




1 i 


3 4 


5 


20. 


In your opinion, were 


there sufficient orientation and inservice activities? 




Inadequate 


3 4 


2 7 Adequate N/A 




1 


T 3 


4 5 


21. 


In your opinion, were 


the inservice sessions conveniently scheduled? 




Yes 16 No 


N/A 




22. 


In your opinion, what is the ideal numb 


er of pupils per group? 




1-3 4-6 4 7 


-10 9 Other 


15 


23. 


Were the instruments used for student se 


lection appropriate? 




Inappropriate 1 


4 


4 • 6 Appropriate N/A 




1 


2 3 


4 5 


24. 


Were the instruments used for evaluating pupil progress appropriate? 




Inappropriate 7 


4 3 


1 1 Appropriate 



O 

ERIC 
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Title | Teacher Opinionnaire 
Page 4 



25. 



Please list the field trips you took as part of the program . Then indicate to the 
extent to which you felt each trip was successful . 

N/A 



Roger Springs - 16 


Minimum 


4 




7 


3 


2 


Maximum 


Tule Springs - 1 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




Calico Springs - 15 


Minimum 


1 




9 


2 


4 


Maximum 


Boulder Dam - 1 
Kurate Demonstration - 1 




) 


2 


3 


4 


5 




Library - 2 


Minimum 


1 


1 


3 


1 


10 


Maximum 


"LV 5un Newspaper - 1 




1 


2 


3 


• 4 


”5 




Train Station - 1 
Boulevard - 6 


Minimum 






3 


6 


6 


Maximum 


Henderson Museum - l2~ 
Channel 10 TV - 11 




\ 


2 


3 


4 


5 




Mike Hines Farm - 2 


Minimum 






3 


7 


7 


Maximum 


Fantasy Park - 2 




1 


2 


3 


4 


'5 




Circus - 17 


Minimum 






2 


1 


14 


Maximum 


Reptile Farm - 12 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 





26. 



Were you supplied adequate information about the field trips to aid you in developing 
pre and follow-up planning? 



Inadequate 2 2 3 11 Adequate N/A 

y j— j 5 



27. Do you feel there is need for more area specialists in the program? If so, indicate 
the areas where specialists are needed. 

No - 8 

Pre-planning of field trips - 1 P.E. - 1 
Science - 1 
Art - 1 

Music - 1 • 

28. Please list any materials that you found effective that could be adopted for use by the 

entire program. 

Party Favors for reading several books - 1 
Playing card games improves discrimination - 2 
None - 6' 

Poem by Kali (good for self-concept) 

Peabody Language Development Kit - 1 
Tape Recorders - 1 



V * 
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Title I Teacher Opinionnaire , 

Page 5 

29. Which activities or projects, if any, were most effective? 

Free activity periods - 1 

All - 1 Arts - 1 Music - 1 Science - 1 P.E. 

Closing program - 2 Field Trips - 1 Discussions - 1 

Vocabulary development from field trips - 4 
Games - 1 

30. Which activities or projects, if any, were least effective? 

P.E. - 1 Testing - 1 

Science - 1 
Art - 1 

Writing Stories - 2 
None - 4 

Activities resembling regular school - 1 

31 . What recommendations, if any, do you have to improve the program? 

No outside activity interference - 1 

More advanced planning - 2 
More indepth inservice - 1 

Communication in all phases needs improving - 1 
None - 2 

More field trips - 3 
More suppl ies - 1 
Tests inadequate - 1 
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Date Summer Family Aide (Revised 4-70) 

“ ■ l 

FAMILY-AIDE OPINIONNAIRE 

The following opinionnaire is being used to assess your opinion of the Title 1 Program 
in which you served as a family aide. Your opinion will be used to evaluate the 
present programs ard will also serve as a means for improving next year's program. 

1 . Please evaluate the effectiveness of the orientation week for your specific job. 

Ineffective 12 1 3 Effective 

— 1 2 3 1 5 

2. Was the work required from you reasonable for the time allowed? 

Unreasonable 1 4 11 Reasonable 

1 2 3 4 3 

3. Was the work expected from you reasonable considering your background? 

Unreasonable 1 5 Reasonable 

1 5 5 4 5 

4. Please rate the objectives that were developed for fcmily aides. 

Inadequate 2 2 2 Adequate 

1 5 3 4 ~ 

5. Were those objectives achieved? 

Minimum 2 3 1 Maximum 

j 2 3 * 4 5 

6. Was sufficient planning time allotted between you and the teacher? 

Insufficient 1 6 Sufficient 

1 2 3 4 3 

7. To what extent was time provided for you to confer with teachers? 

Minimum 2 1 4 Maximum 

1 2 3 T~ 5 

8. What was the general attitude of parertts toward the program? 

Negative 1 6 Positive 

I T" 3 3 3 
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Family-Aide Opinionnaire 

Page 2 , 

9. What were the feelings of parents in regard to field trips? 

Negative 7 Positive 

] 5 3 1 5 

10. Do you feel that you had adequate time to spend with parents? 

Inadequate 4 1 2 Adequate 

- ^ 3 3 5 

11 . Do you feel that you were able to answer parents questions satisfactorily? 

No 115 Yes 

1 2 ~3 4 5 

12. Please rate your workload . 

Light 5 2 Heavy 

~~ 1 5 3 4 5 

13. What, if any, are the strong points of the program? 

Field trips - 6 Communication - 2 

Advisory Committee - 2 
Parent Conferences - 5 
Parent Cooperation - 3 

14. What, if any, are the week points of the program? 

Communication - 5 

Too short a time - 1 

Give assignments before program starts - ? 

More tools to work with - 1 

15. What recommendations do you have, if any, that would improve the program? 
Definite plans for field trips - 1 

Improve communication with family aide and teachers ■* 3 

Have English speaking speakers (not Spanish) at Advisory Council Meetings - 1 

16. General Comments: 



« 



O 
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PARENT REACTION FORM 



This past year, your child has been enrolled in a special program that was designed to 
provide special educational enrichment activities. We would appreciate your response 
to the following questions; 

1. Does your child enjoy school more this year than he has in the past? 

Yes 180 No 9 Don't kno w 4 

2. Were you informed about special activities in the program? 

Yes 187 No 6 

3. Did. you attend any of the Tit!® I Local Advisory Council meetings? 

Yes 73 N o 120 

4. Were you informed about the Title I Local Advisory Council meetings? 

Yes 170 No 16 

5. Did you serve on any of the council committee? Yes 21 No 157 

6. Which of the following school activities did you attend? 

55 Field Trips 59 Classroom Visits 
66 Special School Programs 89 None 

7. Do you feel the program helped your child? Yes 181 No 7 

8. Would you like to have your child attend a similar program next year? 

Yes 181 No 12 

9. Please add any commenb that you may have about the program. 

Majority of the comments were summarized as parents being very pleased 
• - with_the program . 



{Use the back of this sheet) 

* 
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AT SHRINE CIRCUS -First grade students (from 
left) Cornelius Williams, Floyd Tatum and Paul 
Rodgers talk with clown, Hoss Wylie, at the 
Shrine Circus in the Convention Center July 17. 
More than 100 youngsters in Title I summer 
programs were admitted free to the circus. 



Musical Presentation 
At Jo Mackey School 

Children attending the Social Experience for 
Language Development summer classes, better 
known as the SELD program at the Jo Mackey 
Elementary School, will present for their parents 
and the Community, a musical program on 
Thursday evening, July 23, at 7:30 p.m. 

The youngsters will be involved in the pre- 
sentation of songs and dances from the primitive 
era to modern day — hence the theme; “AMERICA 

IS ” (Primitive, Afro, Indian, Spanish, 

Oriental, European, Polynesian and American). 

America -(Grand Finale): “Age of Aquaris”. . 
Interpreted by all teacher-aides working in the 
program; Free style dancing to “ABC" by the 
Jackson Five. The entire cast and the audience 
will get together and do their own thing. The 
cast will close the program with a wish for 
Peace and Love to all. 

Coordinating the program are Mr. Earl Brun- 
ner, Site Administrator, Mrs. Christie Green, 
Curriculum Specialist, and Mrs. Steve Schiebel, 
Resource Specialist. Music will be directed by 
Mrs. Grace McGlothen with Mr. Avefua Fisco 
as Assistant Director. Assisting with chore- 
ography is Miss Glory Brown, Art and Science 
specialist. Mr. Gerald Cohn. Physical Education 
Specialist with Mr. Scoit Lee as Assistant 
Physical Ed. Specialist. Other employees lending 
a band are Miss Edith Sullivan. Speech Thera- 
pist. Mrs. Lois Lewis, School Nurse, Mrs. 

(SEE SELD, Page 3 » 

SELD , fr«m p«f« 1 

Natasha Wist, Psychologist, Mrs. Ruth Yost, 
Teacher-aide for the music department and 
many others. 

Parents working with teachers in preparing 
colorful costumes, refreshments and super- 
vising the children are: Yvonne Carraway, 
Margaret Crawford, Marge Cochran, Herbert • 
Freeman, Rual Gonzales, Lorrayne Hall, 
Jacqueline Hoggard, June McEnroe, Delores 
Musgrave, Trudy Nelson, Annie Norwood, Albia 
Nuhn, Joyce Ostrowski LaNeal Rayford, Bonnie 
Ruester, Bill Thomas, Shirley Williams, Dorothy 
Wilson and Jaunita Elliot. 

The entire community is invited to attend this 
multi-ethnic musical treat. 
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TITLE I MUSICAL PROGRAM 
AT JO MACKEY SCHOOL 





t 

SPANISH GROUP 
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BILINGUAL LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
FOR SPANISH SPEAKING STUDENTS 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Please complete all items in Part II for each activity in this project. 

1. TABLES IV & V 

Summary of Activity Effectiveness 

TABLE IV 



Summarize the student progress toward achieving the stated behavioral 
objectives for each activity, Indicate, by grade level, the number of students 
who showed stubstantial progress in achieving the objective, some progress in 
achieving the objective, and those who showed little or no progress in achiev- 
ing the objective. 

Title of Activity Bilingual Program ; 

1st Objective To speak, read/ and write English • 



2nd Objective To identify, analyze, and utilize non-standard speec h 
patterns in terms of sounds, vocabulary, syntax, and 
meaning 



Table IV 


1st 


Objective 




) 2ncT Objective 


Grade Level 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

progress 


Little or 
No Progress* f 


Substantial 
1 Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


Pre-School 




■ 










1-3 


11 


7 


8 1 


14 


9 


3 


4-6 


4 


8 


■ 1 








7-9 




* 










10-U 




• 




1 1 




. 


TOTALS 















* - Little or no progress above thnt normally expected for thlf group, 




% 
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■ PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 

I 

■ Please complete all items in Part II for each activity in this project. 

" 1. TABLES IV & V 

Summary of Activity Effectiveness 

TABLE IV 



Summarize the student progress toward achieving the stated behavioral 
objectives for each activity. Indicate, by grade level, the number of students 
who showed stubstantial progress in achieving the objective, some progress in 
achieving the objective, and those who showed little or no progress in achiev- 
ing the objective. 

Title of Activity Bilingual Program 

3rd Objective Communicate orally in buth English and Spanish 

5tf> Objective Distinguish differences between consonant and vowel 
sounds which are peculiar to each language 



Table IV 

Grade Level 


3rd Objective 


\ 5fh Objective 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


] Substantial 
| Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little, or 
No Progress* 


Pre-School 








a 






1-3 


18 


4 


4 


13 


9 


4 


4-6 


6 


3 


6 








7-9 




• 










10-12 








' 






TOTALS 















* - Little or no progress above that normally expected for this group. 
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.1 PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITUS I PROJECT 

( 
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Table V “ Data Presentation 
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Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Murphy Durrell Reading 
Readiness Test 
Phonemes 




Form of Test 


- 




Date test administered 


September, 1 969 




Grade or Grade Level 


1 




Number of Students Tested 


15 




RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


27.00 




Standard Deviat ion 


2.28 




Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 

« 


15 




Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


15 




low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat ional 
Norms 


50th " " 


13 




25th " " 


10 . 




15th " " 

• 


4 




10th " " 


3 





* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - If not Raw Score, indicate type Qf score reported. 



l 
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PART II 

evaluation of each title i project 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved . Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Murphy Durrell Reading 
Readiness Test 
Learning Rate 




Form of Test 


- 




Date test administered 


September, 1969 


* 


Grade or Grade Level 


1 




Number of Students Tested 


15 




RAW ' 

SCORE** 


Mean 


8.53 




Standard Deviation 


3.16 




Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


15 




Scoring • 
at or be- 


75th •' " 


15 




low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


15 




25th " " 


15. 




15th " " 


14 


. 


10th " " 







* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

- If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 
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PART II 

E VALUATION GF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



. * * • 

Table V - Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pr e-Tes t 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Murphy Durrell Reading 
Readiness Test 
tetter Names 




Form of Test 


- 




Date test administered 


September, 1969 




Grade or Grade Level 


1 




Number of Students Tested 


15 




RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


29.33 




Standard Deviation 


12.10 


.. 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


15 




Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


15 




low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat ional 
Norms 


50th " " 


10 




25th " " 


4 . 




15th " " 


3 


» 


10th " " 


2 





* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

Cl 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table. V 


Pre-Test 


Pos;t-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


A 


Lee Clark Primer 


Form of Test 




A . 


Date test administered 




May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 




1 


Number of Students Tested 




12 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 




-x-r ^ : r — 

19.92 


C 


Standard Daviat ion 




6.44 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 




11 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 




n • 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat ional 
Norms 


50th " " 




4 


25th " " 




0 


15th " 




0 • . 


10th " " 




0 __J 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 



** - If not Raw Score, indicate type Qf score reported. 
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Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Lee Clark 1st Reader 

A 


Same 


Form of Test 


A 

» 


^ / 

B 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


2-6 


2-6 


Number of Students Tested 


19 


19 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


35.89 


45.95 


£ 


1 1 a nd ar d Deviation 


14.67 


14.17 J 


Number of 
Students, 

Scoring 
at or be- 
low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Non, is 


90th Percentile 


17 


13 


75th «' " 


13 


8 


50th " " 


6 


1 


25th " ” 


1 . 


0 


15th " " 


0 


0 . 


10th " " 


o ' ■ 


0 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

V 

** - if not Raw Score, indicate type c*f score reported. 
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Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to whicn 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Achievement 
Test - Upper Primary 
Reading Vocabulary 


Same 


Form of Test 


W 


X 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


5-6 


5-6 


Number of Students Tested 


6 


6 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


38.50 


40.50 


Standard Deviation 


4.07 


4.03 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


6 


4 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


5 


4 . 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


5 


3 


25th " " 


1 


1 


15th " " 


1 


o , 


10th " " 


0 


0 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

n 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type Qf score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT ’ 



Table V - Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)- 


California Achievement 
Test - Upper Primary 
Reading Comprehension 


Same 


Form of Test 


W 


X . 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


5-6 


5-6 


Number of Students Tested 


6 


6 


RAW 

SCORE* ** 


Mean 


36.00 


42.3 


C 


Itandard Deviation 


6.45 


5.59 . 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


6 


6 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » " 


6 


6 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


5 


3 


25th " " 


4 , 


1 


15th " " 


2 


1 . 


10th " " 


1 


0 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



« 
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Table V - Data Presentation 




!. 




Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub- test)* 


California Achievement 
Test - Upper Primary 
Totals 


Same 


* 

Form of Test 


W 


X . 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 ' 


Grade or Grade Level 


5-6 


5-6 


Number of Students Tested 


6 


6 


RAW 

SCtRE** 


Mean 


74.50 


82.83 


c 


Standard Deviation 


9.96 


8.91 • 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


6 


6 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » » • 


6 


5 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


5 


3 


25 th " 


2 . 


1 


15th " " 


1 


1 . 


10th " " 


1 


0 



v. 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

fl 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 



« 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT ' 

Table V - Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 
Language 




Form of Test 


SF-2 


* 


Date^test administered 


September, 1969 


* 


Grade or Grade Level 


4 and 6 




Number of Students Tested 


7 




RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean « 


79.43 




Standard Da via t ion 


8.30 




Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


7 


• 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th » " 


7 




low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


7 




25th " " 


6 . 




15th " " 


4 


ft 


10th " " 


4 





* *■ Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

u 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type qf score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 
Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardised tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub- test)* 


Californio Test of 
Mental Maturity 

Non-Language 




Form of Test 


SF-2 




Date test administered 


September, 1 969 


* 


Grade or Grade Level 


4 and 6 


• * . 


Number of Students Tested 


7 




RAW ' 
SCORE** 


Mean 


88.86 




c 


Standard Deviation 


9.73 




Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


7 




Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


7 


• 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat ional 
Norms 


50th " 


5 




25th " 


5 . 




15th " " 


2 


t 


10th " " 


2 





* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 
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Table V - Data Presentation 
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Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub- test)* 


California Test of 
Mental Maturity 

A 

Total 




Form of Test 


SF-2 




Date test administered 


September, 1 969 


' 


Grade or Grade Level 


4 and 6 




Number of Students Tested 


7 




RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


81.86 ' 




Standard Deviation 


6.90 


.. 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


7 




Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


6 




low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " 


5 ’ " ' 




25th " 


4 




15th " " 


2 




10th " " 


2 





* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

CL 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type Qf score reported. 
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Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Short Test of Educational 
Ability 

A 




Form of Test 


Level 3 


^ / 


Date test administered 


September, 1 9 69 




Grade or Grade Level 


1-5 




Number of Students Tested 


42 




RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


93.50 




Standard Deviation 


8.98 




Number of 
Students 
Scoring 
at or be- 
low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


90th Percentile 


42 


• 


75th » " 


41 




50th " 


29 




25th » 


12 . 




15th " " 


5 




10th " 


3 





I 

I 

I 

IerJc 



* - Identify all sub-tests used 

c. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate 
*** - IQ Scores 



and report separately for each, 
type af score reported. 
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EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 

♦ • 

Table V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 





Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Common Concepts 
Foreign Language 


Same 


Form of Test 


1 


2 . 


Date test administered 


September, 1969 


May, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


1-6 


1-6 


Number of Students Tested 


41 


41 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Mean 


64.07 


64.88 


c 


standard Deviation 


11.89 


9.60. 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


38. 


2Q 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th " " 


24 


5 . 

* 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " 


18 


2 

* 


25th " " 


7. 


0 


15th " " 


6 


0 . 


10th " 


4 


0 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 
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PART I 1 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Summary of conclusions based upon data analysis - Tables IV & V. 

The evaluation design utilized in the regular Bilingual Program consisted of a pretest- 
posttest assessment of student progress. 



The following objectives were assessed with the indicated standardized test. 



Objective ^1 
Instrument 

Objective ^2 

Instrument 
Objecti ve ^3 

Instrument 

Objective ^4 
Instrument 
Objective ^5 

Instrument 



To speak, read, and write English. 

Murphy Durrell Reading Readiness Analysis, Lee Clark Primer, 

Lee Clark First Reader; California Achievement Test, Upper 
Primary. ^ 

To identify, analyze, and utilize non-standard speech patterns 
in terms of sounds, vocabulary, syntax, and meaning. 

Clark County Language Diagnostic Test. 

Communicate orally in an effective manner in both Spanish and 
English by requesting, explaining, and describing common objects 
or events. 

Common Concepts Foreign Language Test, Clark County Language 
Diagnostic Test. 

Utilize capitalization rules in both languages. 

No standardized instrument. 

Distinguish differences between the consonant and vowel sounds which 
are peculiar to each language. 

Clark County Language Diagnostic Test. 



r 
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Objective "4 , to develop the ability of Spanish-speaking students to speak, read, and 
write English, was assessed by several instruments. First grade students were pretested 
with the Murphy Durrell Reading Readiness Analysis. Sines posttesting with a readiness 
test is not feasible at the end of first grade, these students were posttested with the Lee 
Clark Primer. Fifteen first grade students were tested at the beginning of the project. 

However, only twelve students were tested at the end of the year. In comparing percentile 
ranks, it can be seen that seven of the twelve students made substantial progress. The other 
five students made sor.ie progress over what is normally expected. The criterion used to evaluate 
substantial progress consisted of a percentile change of over 20 percentiles between pretest and 
posttest results. Some progress consisted of a percentile change of 10 to 20 percentiles between 
testing dates. 

Students in grades two through six were pretested with the Lee Cork First Reader. Those 
students who achieved a grade equivalent of 3.0 or above on the Lee Clark First Reader 
were administered the Upper Primary California Achievement Test reading vocabulary and 
reading comprehension subtests. Test results were available on a pretest-posttest basis for 
nineteen students on the Lee Clark First Reader and six students on the California Achieve- 
ment Test, Upper Primary. 

The information presented in Tables V included mean raw scores for the Lee Clark First 
Reader and the Claifornia Achievement Test. When these scores are converted to grade 
equivalents, students tested with the Lee Clark First Reader started the program with a 
mean grade equivalent of 2.9. According to posttest results, students are placed at a 
grade equivalent of 3.4. The net growth was a five month increase. 

The six students who were pretested and posttested with the California Achievement Test 
Upper Primary had a pretest grade equivalent of 3.9 in reading vocabulary and 3.7 in 
reading comprehension. Posttest g ade equivalents were 4.2 in reading vocabulary and 
4.0 in reading comprehension. These growths represent a net gain of 3 months in both 
reading vocabulary and reading comprehension. 

The group IQ was below average according to results from the Short Test of Educational 
Ability and the California Test of Mental Maturity - SF-2. This information and the fact 
that students are handicapped in English language usage could explain the relatively small 
gains made on the prescribed reading tests. 

Objective ^2, to identify, analyze, and utilize non-standard speech patterns in terms of 
sounds, vocabulary, syntax, and meaning, was evaluated on the basis of the Clark County 
Language Diagnostic Test. This instrument was developed through the sponsorship of 
Title I funds for the expressed purpose of developing a diagnostic tool that would assist 
teachers in identifying student weaknesses. The original form of the test was administered 
as a pretest. However, several weaknesses in the instrument were indicated. The test 
was rewritten during the schooi year and the revised edition was administered as a 
posttest. Since raw scores obtained on a pretest-posttest basis are not comparable, it 
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was felt that a comparison of percentage scores would provide the best means of comparing 
student progress. 

Percentage scores were used to represent the number of correct responses for both pretest 
and posttest results. These scores are felt to be comparable since the changes made in 
the instrument did not appear to affect the difficulty or the content of the test. 

The test consists of five subtests: word reading, visual discrimination, auditory consonant 
discrimination, oral comprehensive expressions, and discrimination of short and long vowel 
sounds. It was felt that Objective ^2 could best be measured by all of the subtests indicated. 
Presented on the following chart are pretest-posttcst percentage scores for all subtests and 
the total battery score. 



CHART 1 



Clark County Diagnostic Language Test 
Pretest-Posttest Comparisons of Mean Percentage Scores 









(Grade 1 


, N=13) 








WR 


VDis 


ACD 


OCE 


DSLV 


Total 


Pretest 


38.6 


61 .5 


62.5 


59.2 


61.0 


54.8 


Posttest 


69.2 


83.0 


79.2 


72.5 


86.5 


78.8 








(Grade 2 


, N=5) 






Pretest 


91 .3 


73.3 


78.2 


79.0 


78.0 


81 .7 


Posttest 


98.0 


96.0 


85.3 


73.0 


81.0 


89.5 








(Grade 3 


, N = 8 ) 






Pretest 


64.7 


86.7 


60.9 


69.5 


72 . 0 " 


69.4 


Posttest 


91 .0 


93.0 


82.0 


82.5 


81 .5 


87.3 




Legend: 














WR 


= 


Word Reading 








VDis 


= 


Visual 


Discrimination 






ACD 


= 


Auditory Consonant Discrimination 




OCE 




Oral Comprehensive 


Expressions 






DSLV 




Discrimination of Short and Long Vowel 




Total 




Total 
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According to the results, success was experienced in diagnosing student weaknesses 
and correcting the deficiencies. First grade students made considerable gains in all 
subtests but showed substantial progress in word reading, visual discrimination, and 
discrimination of short and long vowel sounds. Considerable progress appears to have 
been made at all grade levels. Based on the information, it would appear that success 
was achieved in diagnosing student weakness and applying corrective measures. On the 
basis of the Clark County Language Diagnostic Test, it would seem that considerable 
progress was made in achieving the objective. 

Objective ^3, to communicate orally in an effective manner in both Spanish and 
English by requesting, explaining, and describing common objects or events, was 
measured in part by the Common Concepts Foreign Language Test and the Oral 
Comprehensive Expressions subtest, Clark County Language Diagnostic Test. 

The Common Concepts Foreign Language Test was developed to evaluate a student's 
understanding of a foreign language by presenting a verbal stimuli to the student. He 
then selects the picture that best illustrates the verbal stimuli from a series of four 
presented pictures. 

The test was administered in Spanish to all students in grades one through six to evaluate 
their ability to understand Spanish. The summary presented in Table V represents the 
percentile rank standing of students in the program. The norms presented are based on 
students that have had three semester hours of formal Spanish instruction and may not 
be representative of the group. However, the norms do provide a general comparison of 
the student's ability to understand formal Spanish. 

The Clark County Language Diagnostic Test, Oral Comprehensive Expression, presents an 
oral stimuli to the student in Spanish and a second statement in English. The student is 
to decide if the two expressions are the same or different. The results of this test are 
presented in Chart 1. First and third grade students made considerable improvement on 
this subtest. Second grade students also improved; however, the gains were not as 
apparent. 

Results of the Common Concepts Foreign Language Test were presented in Table V. It 
should be noted that raw scores are not comparable between Forms 1 and 2. The pretest 
mean represents a percentile rank of 50 while the posttest mean represents a percentile rank 
of 90, indicative of a substantial improvement in the ability of students to understand formal 
Spanish. 

Evaluation of this objective based solely on standardized tests is not feasible since oral 
communication must be a subjective evaluation on the part of the instructor. Based on 
the student's ability to understand the spoken word, it would appear that considerable 
progress was made in achieving this objective as measured by the Clark County Language 
Diagnostic Test and the Common Concepts Foreign Language Test. 
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Objective ^5, to distinguish differences between the consonant and vowel sounds which 
are peculiar to each language, was assessed by the Clark County Language Diagnostic Test, 
discrimination of short and long vowel sounds subtest, and auditory consonant discrimination 
subtest. The results are presented for these subtests in Chart 1. Substantial progress 
can be observed at the first and third grade in both subtests. Second grade results indicate 
a positive growth but the increase'was not as apparent as in grades one arid three. This 
information would seem to support progress in the attainment of Objective ^5 as measured 
by the Clark County Language Diagnostic Test. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



2. Measures utilized in evaluating objectives of activity other than 
standardized test results. Present all data in tabular or graphic 
form, and include samples of all locally devised measures. (Identify 
attachments with specific activities.) 



A. Objectives 1-5 



Teachers were given a checklist on which to rate individual student progress as it related 
to the stated program objectives (copy contained in Appendix A following this activity). 

They were asked to complete an initial assessment on each student by the end of 
October wherein they rated students Poor, Fair, or Good for each item. Three subsequent 
evaluations were completed at intervals during the remainder of the program in which teachers 
rated students for Little Progress, Some Progress, or Substantial Progress. The first four 
categories of the checklist were (1) listening skills, (2) speaking skills, (3) writing skills, 
and (4) reading skills, These categories contained items analogous to the first 
five program objectives, as shown below: 



Objective ^1: To develop ability of Spanish speaking students to speak, read, and 
write English. (Categories 2,3, and 4 evaluate this objective) 

Objective ^2: To develop ability of Spanish speaking students to identify, analyze, 
and utilize non-standard speech patterns in terms of sounds, vocab- 
ulary, syntax, and meaning. (Categories 1,2, and 4 evaluate 
this objective . ) 



Objective ^3: To develop ability of Spanish speaking students to communicate orally 
in an effective manner in both Spanish and English by requesting, 
explaining, and describing common objects or events. (Category 2 
evaluates this objective.) 

Objective ^4: To develop ability in Spanish speaking students to utilize capitalization 
rules in both languages. (Category 3 evaluates this objective.) 

Objective ^5: To develop abi lity in Spanish speaking students to distinguish the 
difference between the consonant and vowel sounds which are 
peculiar to each language. (Categories 1 and 2 evaluate this objective.) 



For compilation, the teachers' ratings of Poor, Fair, and Good on the initial assessment were 
valued 1 , 2, and 3, respectively. Since teachers were asked to make each of their three 
evaluations on the basis of the initial assessment, scores obtained on the evaluations were 
summed to the initial assessment score. For these purposes, Little Progress was valued null; 
Some Progress, 1; and Substantial Progress, 2. The Little Progress column was considered 
null inasmuch as realization that a No Progress indicator had been omitted occurred only 
after the first evaluation reports had been received in December. 
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For computational purposes, a random sampling of 30 students was selected. Grade 
level breakdown resulted in eight first graders, five second graders, nine third 
graders, three fourth graders, four fifth graders, and one sixth grader. Each of the 
four mentioned categories (listening, speaking, writing and reading skills) were 
treated as a unit in running "f" tests, all of which were significant at the 1 percent 
level of confidence. A "t" was then computed to determine specific intervals 
where significant progress occurred. The results are shown below: 

1. Listening Skills: 



Items rated by the teachers under listening skills were: (1) listens to acquire 
meaning; (2) listens to follow directions; (3) listens to make an evaluation; 
and (4) listens to enjoy. 





Initial 


1st 


2nd 


3rd 




Assessment 


Eval . 


Eval. 


Eval . 


Set Sums 


209.00 


293.00 


357.00 


407.00 


Set Means 


6.97 


9.77 


11.90 


13.57 


Sums of Deviations 
Squared 


163.58 


449.28 


510.70 


409.02 


Variances 


5.45 


14.98 


17.02 


13.63 


Standard Deviations 


2.33 


3.87 


4.13 


3.69 



f = 18. 45 Significant at the 1% level of confidence 

The "t" ratio showed significance at the 1 percent level of confidence between 
the initial assessment period and the first evaluation with a "t" of 3.42. Sig- 
nificance at the 5 percent level of confidence v/as found between the first and 
second evaluations with a "t" of 2.08. 

2. Speaking Skills: 

a. Spanish - Items rated by the teachers under Spanish speaking skills were: 
(1) enunciates words clearly; (2) uses very forms correctly; (3) speaks in 
phrases; (4) speaks in complete sentences; (5) expresses thoughts in logi- 
cal sequence; and (6) speaks with confidence. 

The data is presented on the following page. 



I 





Initial 

Assessment 


1st 

Eval . 


2nd 
Eval . 


3rd 
Eval . 


Set Sums 


386.00 


516.00 


587.00 


654.00 


Set Means 


12.87 


17.20 


19.57 


21 .80 


Sums of Deviations 
Squared 


523.56 1, 


102.80 


1,187.22 1, 


090.80 


Variances 


17.45 


36.76 


39.57 


36.36 


Standard Deviations 


4.18 


6.06 


6.29 


6.03 


f = 13.01 


Significant at the 1% level of confidence 




A "t" of 3.23 between the initial assessment and the 
nificant at the 1 percent level of confidence. 


first evaluation 


was sig- 


English - Items checked by teachers under English speaking skills were the same 
as under Spanish speaking skills, listed above. 




Initial 

Assessment 


1st 

Eval . 


2nd 
Eval . 


3rd 
Eval . 


Set Sums 


307.00 


446.00 


532.00 


625.00 


Set Means 


10.23 


14.87 


17.73 


20.83 


Sums of Deviations 
Squared 


277.28 


541.56 


729.78 


480.20 


Variances 


9.24 


18.05 


24.33 


16.01 


Standard Deviations 


3.04 


4.25 


4.93 


4.00 


f = 34.8 ; 


Significant at 1 % 


level of confidence 





A "t" of 4.83 was significant at the 1 percent level of confidence between the 
initial assessment and the first evaluation. At the 5 percent level of confidence 
a "t" of 2.4 between the first and second evaluations and a "t" of 2.67 between 
the second and third evaluations were both significant. 



O 
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3. W riting Skills: 

Teachers rated students in the following areas of writing skills: (1) uses correct 
letter forms in handwriting; (2) uses correct capitalization rules; (3) expresses 
ideas through informational writing; (4) uses descriptive adjectives; and 
(5) participates in creative writing. 



[ 




Initial 

Assessment 


1st 

Eva 1 . 


2nd 
Eval . 


3rd 
Eval . 


r 


Set Sums 


220.00 


291 .00 


343.00 


418.00 




Set Means 


7.33 


9.70 


11.43 


13.93 


1 


Sums of Deviations 
Squared 


106.70 


270.30 


313.22 


491.72 


I. 


Variances 


3.56 


9.01 


10.44 


16.39 


r 


Standard Deviations 


1.89 


3.00 


3.23 


4.05 




f = 22.85 


Significant at th< 


e 1% level of confidence 




I 

1 


A "t" of 3.65 was significant a* the 1 percent level of confidence bet wee*', the 
initial assessment and the first evaluation. A "t" of 2. 13 between the first 
and second evaluations and a "t" of 2.63 between the second and third evalu- 
ations were both significant at the 5 percent level of confidence 


1 


4. Reading Skills: 










! 


Students were rated in the following areas of reading skills: (1) reading com- 
prehension; (2) reading vocabulary; and (3) reads to enjoy. 


L 

I 




Initial 

Assessment 


1st 

Eval . 


2nd 
Eval . 


3rd 
Eval . 


L 


Set Sums 


132.00 


187.00 


249.00 


288.00 


L 


Set Means 


4.40 


6.23 


8.30 


9.60 


[ 


Sums of Deviations 
Squared 


67.20 


121 .28 


168.30 


142.19 


I 


Variances 


2.24 


4.04 


5.61 


4.74 


I 


Standard Deviations 


1 .50 


2.01 


2.37 


2.18 



f = 36.58 Significant at the 1% level of confidence 
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Significance at the 1 percent level of confidence was found between the ini- 
tial and the first evaluation with a "t" of 3.98 and also between the first and 
second evaluations with a "t" of 3.63. A "t" of 2.24 between the second and 
third evaluations was significant at the 5 percent level of confidence. 

In all categories, the greatest improvement occurred during the first few months of the 
program (initial assessment to first evaluation). However, continued progress at sig- 
nificant statistical levels can be seen for the duration of the project in English speak- 
ing, writing and reading skills. Although a no progress and/or regression indicator 
may have influenced this trend, in lieu of the steady progress that can be seen as re- 
flected by teacher opinion, it is unlikely that this would have made any major dif- 
ference in the results. 

B. Objective ^6 : To develop ability of parents of the students in the program to speak 

and understand basic English. 

Thirteen parents participated in a parent education program from October to May. 
Classes met twice a week for one-half hour sessions. Each of the three teachers 
conducted classes for parents of their students. Curriculum included oral English 
drill with emphasis on pronunciation, reading, spelling, writing, and vocabulary 
development. The instructional units, and especially vocabulary development, 
were geared toward helping the parents to improve English communication skills 
in functional areas, such as visiting a doctor's office. One teacher spent a month 
assisting three parents to study for and understand elements of the driver's license 
test. Then he also transported them to the Motor Vehicle Department for the test. 

The teachers' expressed opinion was that the participants made satisfactory gains 
and enjoyed the program. It was also noted that all but four of the participants 
were regular in their attendance. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



3. Summary of Non-Test Data 

Include any information which, administratively, you feel is relevant to 
the evaluation of this activity. This section may include, but not be 
limited to, such items as: 

(a) Incidents involving Title I participants which may have human interest value; 

(b) Unexpected benefits precipitated by this activity; 

(c) Any photographs or news releases concerned with this activity; and 

(d) Results, of informal questionnaires completed by parents, students, 
or teachers. 



A. Social and Emotional Adjustment 

Although this was not a staled program objective, concern for student adjustment 
seemed to warrant the inclusion of this category on the Teacher Assessment of 
Pupil Progress guide. Methods of compilation of the data were identical to the 
procedures discussed under "A" of the preceding section. Teachers rated students 
for: (1) attitude toward school; (2) cooperation; (3) work habits; (4) punctuality; 
(5) attendance; (6) attitude toward others; and (7) attitude toward self. The re- 
sults follow. 





Initial 


1st 


2nd 


3rd 




Assessment 


Eval . 


Eval . 


Eval . 


Set Sums 


442.00 


600.00 


711.00 


812.00 


Set Means 


14.73 


20.00 


23.70 


27.06 


Sums of Deviations 
Squared 


366.28 


1,167.00 


1,004.30 


677.52 


Variances 


12.21 


38.90 


33.48 


22.58 


Standard Deviations 


3.49 


6.24 


5.79 


4.75 



f - 30.22 Significant at the 1% level of confidence 

A "t" of 4.02 between the initial assessment and the first evaluation was sig- 
nificant at the 1 percent level of confidence. Significance at the 5 percent 
level of confidence was found between the first and second evaluations with 
a "t" of 2.37 and between the second and third evaluations with a "t" of 2.45. 
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Parent Education 



In addition to the English class previously discussed, one of the teachers and one 
of the family aides conducted a six-week's course for parents on "How to Cook 
Economically." Classes met weekly at different homes of the five parent partici- 
pants. The County Extension Service assisted the program by providing recipes 
and by providing applicable information such as which foods are economical, how 
to care for food, how to buy food, how to plan a well balanced meal. Pictures 
of the class are included in Appendix B. 

Parental Involvement 



Presented below is a tally of direct involvement between teachers and the parents. 
These figures were drawn from the teachers' monthly reports. Success in parental 
involvement was accredited to the efforts of the family aides. 

Type of Contact Number of Parents 



Classroom visits 


31 


Parent-teacher conferences 


34 


Field trips 


76 


Special programs 


34 


Volunteers 


10 


Other 


43 



The "other" column included home visits made by teachers and the parents who at- 
tended the English and cooking classes. 

Bilingual parents were also active in the local Title i Advisory Council. At each 
meeting, approximately one-third to one-half of those in attendance were repre- 
senting the Bilingual program, and many who came could not speak English. The 
Council increased membership this year to 107 and had a very successful year. 

The Bilingual parents who could speak English enthusiastically served on committees 
which were formed. In addition, the elected president of the Council represented 
the Bilingual program. 

Enrichment Activities 



Field trips to provide enrichment activities and cultural experiences supplemented 
the program. Concepts relevant to planned excursions were incorporated into the 
classroom activities before and after each trip. Four to five field trips per class 
were taken during the school year. Places visited included Mt. Charleston, a bank, 
the airport. Lake Mead which included a boat ride, the fish hatchery, and the wax 
museum. 



-134- 



137 



i 

i 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

1 



Other activities included making kites and flying them, baking cookies, taking 
walks and then writing about impressions, and planned programs such as the 
Christmas Festival. 

Pictures of some of the activities are appended to this activity. (Appendix B) 

E. Opinionnaires 



Copies of opinionnaires with a tabulated summary of responses can be found in 
Appendix C. Opinionnaires were collected from the following groups. 

1 . Title I Teacher Opinionnaire: 

Only two of the three teachers returned the opinionnaire. Except for items 
16 and 17 on inservice training and item 24 on the appropriateness of the 
testing instruments, the responses were generally positive. 

2. Family Aide Opinionnaire ; 

Both of the family aides completed the opinionnaire. However, one did not 
comment on the first two items. Again, responses were generally positive. 

3. Parent Reaction Form : 

Only about half the parents returned this report for a return of 31 . Those 
responding were evidently well satisfied with the program. 



I 
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j . TEACHER ASSESSMENT OF PUPIL PROGRESS REPORT 
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i 

■ Student's Name 

I 

School 



BI-LINGUAL LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
FOR SPANISH SPEAKING ^TUPENtS 

TEACHER'S PUPIL ASSESSMENT OF PROGRESS 



Birthdate 



Teacher 



Grade 



Instructions: 1. This report is prepared on NCR paper. No carbon paper is necessary. The white 

copy is for your records. The remaining sheets --yellow, pink, blue, and green- 
are each to be submitted to the Title I office at the separate report periods indicated 
below. 

2. Make initial assessment of each child and submit to this office by October 31, 1969. 

3. Three evaluations in addition to the initial assessment will be due in thi: office 
on the following dates: 

Friday, December 12, 1969 (submit blue copy) 

Friday, February 27, 1970 (submit pink copy) 

Friday, May 8, 1970 (submit green copy) 

NOTE: Each time you evaluate student progress, rate observations on the basis 
of the initial assessment. 



Initial Assessment" Evaluation 

Little 1 Some Substantial 

_ Poor Fair Good Progress Progress Progress 

1 . Listening Skills 

Listens to acquire meaning 
Listens to follow directions 
Listens to make an evaluation 
Listens to enjoy 
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Bi -Lingual - Teacher's Pupil Assessment of Progress 
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In itial Assessment Evaluation 

Little Some Substantial 

Poor Fair Good Progress Progress Progress 




I 

i; 

j: 

i 

i 

i 3 

ii 
i 




£ 




Speaking Skills - Spanish 

Enunciates words clearly 

Uses verb forms correctly 

Speaks in phrases 

Speaks in complete sentences 

Expresses thoughts in logical 
sequence 

Speaks with confidence 

Speaking Skills - English 

Enunciates words clearly 

Uses verb forms correctly 

Speaks in phrases 

Speaks in complete sentences 

Expresses thoughts in logical 
sequence 

Speaks with confidence 

Writing Skills 

Uses correct letter forms in 
handwriting 

Uses correct capitalization 
rules 

Expresses ideas through infor- 
mational writing 

Uses descriptive adjectives 

Participates in creative writing 




x 



Bi -Lingual - Teacher's Pupil Assessment - of Progress 
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Initia 


1 Assessment 




Evaluation 




Poor 


Fair Good 


Little 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Substantial 

Progress 


4. Reading Skills 












Reading comprehension 












Reading vocabulary 












Reads to enjoy 












5. Social and Emotional Adjustment 












Attitude toward school 












Cooperation 






* 






Work habits 












Punctuality 












Attendance 












Attitude toward others 












Attitude toward self 

























s 

I 
I 

I 
I 
J 

1 
1 
1 
I 

COMMENTS (if applicable): 
J 1. Initial Assessment 



I 

I 

I 



2. First Evaluation 



3. Second Evaluation 



| 4, Third, and final, Evaluation 

I 

■ • _ 10/17/69 

O 

ERIC 



-139- 



142 



i 

i 

I 

I 

I 

1 

t 

| APPENDIX B 

PICTURES OF PROGRAM 

1 
I 

j 

i; 
i 

c 

i 

t 

i 

ERIC 



143 



* ^'1 





JLOU 







COOKING CLASSES ARE ALSO PART OF THE TOTAL PROGRAM 
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APPENDIX C 

1. TITLE I TEACHER OPINIONNAIRES 

2. FAMILY AIDE OPINIONNAIRES 

3. PARENT REACTION FORMS 
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TITLE I TEACHER OPINIONNAIRE 

The following opinionnaire is being used to assess your opinion of the Title I 
Program that you have been involved in during the past year. If some of the 
questions do not apply to your project, please indicate by placing N/A in the 
space provided. 



Title I Project 



Regular Bilingual 



Grade Levels Represented 



1 thru 6 



Number of Children in Each Grade Level 



Please indicate the progress of pupils in the areas listed below, 
1 . Developed and improved comprehension skills. 





None 


2 




Very Much 




1 2 


3 . 4 


5 




2 . 


Developed and improved word perception skills. 






None 


1 1 




Very Much 




1 2 


I 

CO 

1 


5 




3. 


Developed and improved organizational skill 


s . 






None 


1 1 




Very Much 




1 2 


3 4 


5 




4. 


Developed and improved vocabulary. 








None 




2 


Very Much 




1 2 


1 

CO 

4^ 

1 


5 




5. 


Developed and improved reading interest. 




• 




None 


l 


1 


Very Much 




1 2 


3 4 


5 




6 . 


Improved in the care 


r- 

of handling of books. 








None 


1 


1 


Very Much 
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Title I Teacher Opinionnaire 
Page 2 

* 

7. To what extent did pupils demonstrate a positive attitude toward school? 

Decrease 1 I Increase 

] 2 3 r~ 5 

8. To what extent did pupils demonstrate a change in self-concept? 



9. 



10 . 



12 . 



14. 



Decrease 



2 Increase 



1 2 3 4 5 

To what extent did pupils demonstrate a positive social change? 

Decrease 1 1 Increase 

1 2 3 3 5 

judging from the parent-teacher conferences that you had, to what extent were 
the parents of pupils in this special program informed about the program? 



Minimum 



1 Maximum 



I 

T7 



11. In your opinion, was the role of the family-aide well defined? 



N/A 



Inadequate 



1 1 Adequate 



N/A 



5 



T ~2 3 W 

To what extent did the farnily-aide contribute to the effectiveness of the program? 



Negligible 



1 






2 Significantly 



N/A 



5 



13, In your opinion, did you have sufficient contact with the parents? 



Inadequate 



1 



1 Adequate 



T 2 3 5 

In your opinion, is the family-aide an essential component of the program? 



N/A 



Unnecessary 



T 



2 Necessary . 
'3 4 5 



N/A 



15. Was the room where you conducted your classes adequate? 



Inadequate 



j Adequate 
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Title 1 Teacher Opinionnaire 

Page 3 . 

16. To what extent did the inservice sessions contribute to your effectiveness and 
professional growth? 

Negligible 1 1 Significantly N/A 

1 2 3 7T~ 5 

17. In your opinion, were the inservice sessions well planned? 

Poor 1 1 Good 

I 5 ~3 4 5 

18. To what extent did the orientation sessions contribute to your effectiveness? 

Negligible 1 1 Significantly N/A 

1 5 3 ? 5 

19. In your opinion, were the orientation sessions well planned? 

Poor ■ 2 Good N/A 

1 2 “3 4 5 

20. In your opinion, were there sufficient orientation and inservice activities? 

Inadequate 1 1 Adequate N/A 

— 1 5 3 4 5 



21. In your opinion, were the inservice sessions conveniently scheduled? 

Yes 2 N o N/A 

22. In your opinion, what is the ideal number of pupils per group? 

1 - 3 1 4 - 6 1 7 - 1 0 Oth e r 

23. Were the instruments used for student selection appropriate? 

Inappropriate 1 1 Appropriate N/A 

— 1 5 3 4 “5 . 



24. Were the instruments used for evaluating pupil progress appropriate? 

Inappropriate 2 Appropriate 

J— 3 4 



im 



T 
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Title I Teacher Opinionnaire 
Page 4 



25. 



Please list the field trips you took as part of the program. Then indicate to the 
extent to which you felt each trip was successful. 



N/A 



Mt. Charleston 


Minimum 








2 


Maximum 




) 


1 


3 


4 


5 




Fish Hatchery 






1 








Moapa Valley 


Minimum 




1 






Maximum 




1 


2 


3 


~~r~ 


5 




Dairy 






1 








Willow Beach 


Minimum 




1 


1 




Maximum 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




Go Carts 










1 




Vvax Museum 


Minimum 




2 . 






Maximum 




\ 


2 


3 


4 


5 




Bank 




1 










Boat Ride 


Minimum 1 








1 


Maximum 


Safeway 


1 


2 


3 




5 





Airport Minimum ] j Maximum 

1 ~~1 3 4 5 

Henderson Movies 1 

26. Were you supplied adequate information about the field trips to aid you in developing 
pre and follow-up planning? 



Inadequate 1 

1 ? 



1 Adequate 
3 4 5 



N/A 



27. Do you feel there is need for more area specialists in the program? If so, indicate 
the areas where specialists are needed. 

More bilingual teachers. 

Teach English as second language. 



28. Please list any materials that you found effective that could be adopted for use by the 
entire program. 

Miami Linguistic readers - 1 
English 900 Series 
Ingles si' maestro. * 

More picture cards . 




f 

J Title I Teacher Opinionnaire 

Page 5 

| 29. Which activities or projects, if any, were most effective ? 

Individual reading 

( Picture cards 

Sentence structure 
Christmas Fiesta 

| 30. Which activities or projects, if any, were least effective? 

. Inservice with SELD 

| Confidential student information (needed only for problem children) 



I 31 . What recommendations, if any, do you have to improve the program? 

| More opportunities to go to Mex-Amer. Conferences and conventions. 

[ 
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FAMILY-AIDE OPINIONNAIRE 



The following opinionnaire is being used to assess your opinion of the Title I Program 
in which you served as a family aide. Your opinion will be used to evaluate the 
present programs crd will also serve as a means for ir proving next year's program. 



1. 



7. 



8 . 



Please evaluate the effectiveness of the orientation week for your specific job, 
Ineffective 1 Effective 





1 2 


3 4 


5 


2. 


Was the work required from you reasonable for the time allowed? 




Unreasonable 


1 


Reasonable 




1 2 


3 4 


5 


3. 


Was the work expected from yc 


>u reasonable considering your background 




Unreasonable 


1 1 


Reasonable 




1 2 


3 4 


5 , 


4. 


Please rate the objectives that 


were developed for family aides. 




Inadequate 


2 


Adequate 




1 2 


3 4 


5 


5. 


Were those objectives achieved? 






Minimum 


2 


Maximum 




1 2 


3 4 


5 


6. 


Was sufficient planning time al 


lotted between 


you and the teacher? 




Insufficient 




2 Sufficient 




1 2 


to 


5 



To what extent was time provided for you to confer with teachers? 
Minimum 1 1 Maximum 

j T~ 3 T~ 5 

e. 

What was the general attitude of parertts toward the program? 

Negative 2 Positive 

| j • g 4 5 
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Family-Aide Opinionnaire 

Pag e 2 , 

9. What were the feelings of parents in regard to field trips? 

Negative 2 Positive 

— \ 5 5 4 r*~ 

10. Do you feel that you had adequate time to spend with parents? 

Inadequate I I Adequate 

] 2 5 4 5 

11. Do you feel that you were able to answer parents questions satisfactorily? 

No 1 1 Yes 

1 5 3 4 5 

12. Please rate your workload. 

Light 1 1 Heavy 

~1 2 3 4 5 

13. What, if any, are the strong points of the program? 

Parent involvement - 2 
Field Trips - 1 

ParentAeacher Conferences - 1 

14. What, if any, are the week points of the program? 

Lack of communication between aides and administrators. 



15. What recommendations do you have, if any, that would improve the program 

Improving curriculum in aide training. 

Teachers to use aides more effectively. 

Communication letters to parents should be in Spanish. 

Lunches provided to children on field trips. 

16. General Comments: 

Good - 2 n 
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Revised 4//0 
Bilingual 



PARENT REACTION FORM 

This past year your child has been enrolled in a special program to improve his ability 
to speak and understand more English. We would appreciate your response to the 
following questions. 

1. Does your child enjoy school more this year than he has in the past? 

Ye s 29 No 1^ Don't Know 1 

2. Do you feel the program helped your child speak and understand more English? 

Yes 30 No Don't Know 1 

3. Were you informed about the Title I Local Advisory Council meetings? 

Ye s 30 No 1 

4. Did you serve on any of the council committees? Yes 10 No 21 

4 

5 . Did you attend any of the special sessions that were designed to help 

parents speak and understand English? Yes 12 No 21 

6. Were you informed that special sessions were available to help parents?* 

Yes 30 No 1 

7. Which of the following school activities did you attend? 

Field Trips 20 Classroom Visits 22 
11 Special School Programs 9 None 

8. Were you informed about special school activities? Yes 31 No 

9. Would you like to have your child attend a similar program next year? 

Yes_31 No 

10. Please add any comments that you may have about the program. 

S pelling - 1 ■ 

Reading - 2 ■ 

Good Program - 7 

Writing & Speaking English has improved - 5 

, *• (Use the back of this sheet) 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Please complete all items in Part II for each activity in this project. 
1. TABLES IV & V 



Summary of Activity Effectiveness 

TABLE IV 



I 






Summarize the student progress toward achieving the stated behavioral 
objectives for each activity. Indicate, by grade level, the number of students 
who showed stubstantial progress in achieving the objective, some progress in 
achieving the objective, and those who showed little or no progress in achiev- 
ing the objective. 

Title of Activity Summer Bilingual Program 

1st Objective To speak, read, and write English 

2nd Objective Identify, analyze, and utilize non-standard speech 
patterns in terms of sounds, vocabulary, syntax, and 
meaning. 



Table IV 


1st 


Objective 




i 2nd Objective 


Grade Level 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


Pre-School 




* 




* f 






1-3 


3 


1 


6 


0 


5 


5 


4-6 


10 


1 


2 


9 


2 


2 


7-9 






t 








10-12 




• 




1 • 






TOTALS 










* 





* - Little or no progress above that normally expected for this group. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Please complete all items in Part II for each activity in this project. 

1. TABLES IV & V 

Summary of Activity Effectiveness 

TABLE IV 



Summarize the student progress toward achieving the stated behavioral 
objectives for each activity. Indicate, by grade level, the number of students 
who showed stubstantial progress in achieving the objective, some progress in 
achieving the objective, and those who showed little or no progress in achiev- 
ing the objective. 

Title of Activity Summer B illngua I Program 

3rd Objective To communicate orally in an effective manner in 
both Spanish and English 

4th Objective ^Distinguish differences between consonant and vowel 
sounds 



! 

I 

I 

1 

I 

I 

( 

I I 
[ 



Table IV 

Grade Level 


3rd Objective 


E 4ff, 'Objective 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


i 

4 

] Substantial 
1 Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


Pre-School 








1 

i 






1-3 


15 


0 


9 


0 


5 


5 


4-6 


5 


1 


7 








7-9 






* 


1 






10-12 








• 






TOTALS 










* 





Little or no progress above that normally expected for this group. 
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PART IT. 

EVALUATION OP EACH TI TI.g T . PR OJECT 



Table V - 



Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by ' each grade or grade level. 






Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Ter. t 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Inter-American Reading 
Test 

Vocabulary 


Same 


Form of Test 


R-3-CE 


r*. / 

R-3-CE 


Date test administered 


June, 1970 
% 


July, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


4-6 


* ♦ i 

4-6 


Humber of 


Students Tested 


13 


13 


RAH 

SCORE** 


Mean 


6.15 


12.92 


c 


.tnndard Deviation 


_2.51_ - 


4J34. 


Number of 
Students 




90ch Percentile 


13 


13 


Scoring 
at or be- 
low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat i.onal 
Norms 


75th «' » 


13 


11 


50 th " 77 


13 


9 


25th 


9 


3 . 


15th ” " 


6 ;• ; 


3 


10th " " 


5 


0 



- Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each, 



** 



X\ 

If not Ra^ Score, indicate type af score reported. 
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TART IT. 

EVALUATION 0)' E ACH TI TLE T . PR OJECT 



Tnblc V - Data Presentation 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pro -Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Inter-American Reading 
Test 

Level of Comprehension 


Same 


Form of Test 


R-3-CE 


R-3-CE . 


Date test administered 


June, 1970 


July, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


4-6 


4-6 


Number of Students Tested 


13 


13 


RAW ' 

SCORE** 


Mean 


4.85 


10.62 


Standard Deviation 

1 


—2. 34 


3.05 1 



0 



Number of 
Students 


90th Percentile 


13 


13 


Scoring 
at or be- 
low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


75th " 11 


13 


13 


~Toth " ~ 


13 


13 


25th " " 


13- 


11 • 


15th " " 


10 


.4 


10th " " 


5 ‘ • 


-JL- — _J 


* - Identify all. sub-tests used and report separately for each. 
** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 
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I 

l 



• * 

Table V - Data Presentation 



t 

f 

l 



I 

I 







I 



I 

I 



Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by ca cli grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Inter-American Reading 
Test 

A 

Speed of Comprehension 


Same 


Form of Test 


R-3-CE 


^ * 

R-3-CE 


Date test administered 


June, 1970 


July, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


4-6 


4-6 


Number of Students Tested 


13 


13 


RAW 

SCORE** 


Moan 


6.08 


7.0 


Standard Doviat ion 


2.17 


2.99 










Number of 
Students, 


90th Percentile 


13 


13 


Scoring 
at or be** 


75th " " 


13 


13 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
Nat ional 
Norms 


50th " " 


8 


8 


25th " " 


6. 


6 . 


15th " " 


3 


<3 


10th " 


2 ^ 


3 



_% * 
* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

* 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type Qf score reported. 
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PART IT. 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT' 



. • « * 

Table V - Data Presentation 

« 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


— * -f — 

Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Inter-American Reading 

Test 

Total 


Same 


Form of Test 


R-3-CE 


„ t 

.R-3-CE 


Date test administered 


June, 1970 
% 


July, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


4-6 


f 

.4-6 


Number of Students Tested 


13 


13 


. 

RAM 

SCORE** 


No. an 


17.06 


30.54 


Standard Deviation 


5.03 ' •_ 


5.98 












Number of 
Students 


90th Percentile 


13 . 


13 . 


Scoring 
at or be- 


i 

r* 


13 


13 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


13 


12 


25 th " 


13 


6 . 


15th " " 


10 


3 


10th " " 


8 


7 . . 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 



** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 





« 



-i6t- 164 



Evaluation II 
ED>f 89-10-10 
Page 3 



PART IT. 

EVALUATIOM OP EA CH TITI.R T. P R O.HXT 

• • 

Table V ~ Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by cacli grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post -Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Common Concepts 
Foreign Language 

a 


Same 


Form of Test 


1 


— / 
2 


Date test administered 


June* 1970 


July, 1970 


Grade or Grade Level 


1-6 


1-6 : ‘ 


Number of Students Tested 


37 


37 


RAW 

SCORE**" 


Mean 


71.95 


74.41 


Standard Deviation 


.6.53 


3.80. 


— * : — - -- - 




90th Percent lie 






Number of 
Students 


14 


4 ' 


Scoring 
at or be- 
low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


75th » " 


3 


0 • 


50th " " 


0 


0 


25th " " 


0. 


0 . 


15th " " 


0 


a 


10th " " 


0 


0 



A 

* Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type of score reported. 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITT.E I PROJECT 



Summary of conclusions based upon data analysis - Tables IV & V. 

Evaluation of the Summer Bilingual Program consisted of a pretest-posttest assessment. 

Three instruments were utilized to evaluate student progress. 

Table V presents a summary of the percentile ranges for both pretest and posttest results on 
the Common Concepts Foreign Language Test end the Inter-American Reading Test. No 
percentiles are available for the Claris County Diagnostic Test for Spanish-Speaking students. 

The first objective, to speak, read, and write Engish, was evaluated by all three instruments 
used for evaluation. 

The Clark County Language Diagnostic Test was developed through the sponsorship of 
Title I funds. The instrument was constructed to provide the classroom teacher with specific 
diagnostic information. The test is composed of the following subtests: visual discrimination 
auditory discrimination, oral comprehensive expressions, and short and long vowel sounds. 

Chart 1 presents pretest-posttest information for grades one, two, and three. The results 
presented are only for students that were administered both the pretest and the posttest. 

Results were available for only ten students in these three grades. On the other hand, 
pretest-posttest results were available for 24 first, second, and third grade students on the 
Common Concepts Foreign Language Test. 



CHART 1 

Pretest- Posttest Comparison 
Clark County Language Diagnostic Test 
(Grades 1 , 2, and 3, N=10) 





WR 


VDis 


ACD 


OCE 


DSLV 


T 


Pretest 


24.00 


16.30 


24.70 


13.50 


15.20 


93.70 


Posttest 


24.30 


17.50 


25.60 


13.60 


17.20 


98.20 


Gain 


.30 


1 .20 


.90 


.10 


2.00 


4.50 



Legend: 



WR 

VDis 

ACD 

OCE 

DSLV 

T 



Word Reading 

Visual Discrimination 

Auditory Consonant Discrimination 

Oral Comprehensive Expressions 

Discrimination of Short and Long Vowel Sounds 

Total 
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The gains made in each subtest and the total score on the Clark Count/ Language 
Diagnostic Test were not sufficient to be statistically significant. The results indicated 
that some progress was made in visual discrimination and discrimination of short and long 
vowel sounds. 

The Common Concepts Foreign Language Test was administered to all students in the program. 
The test provides the student with a verbal response. The student then selects one picture 
from four frames that best describes the verbal stimulus. Since the majority of students speak 
Spanish as their native language, the Common Concepts test was administered in English to 
assess the students' ability to comprehend spoken English. 

The preceding Table V provides a summary of student achievement. The mean raw scores 
provided are not directly comparable between form 1 and form 2; consequently, attention 
should be given to the percentile ranking rather than gain in raw score. The norms usoid 
may not reflect the actual status of the group since the presented norms are based on 
administration in Spanish. However, the percentile ranks do give a relative comparison 
between pretest and posttest results. Based on the information in Table V, it would appear 
that progress was attained in assisting student understanding of spoken English. 



All fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students were pretested and posttested with the Inter- 
American Reading Test, Level 3. In all, pretest and posttest results were available for 
thirteen students. The following chart presents pretest-posttest information. 

CHART 2 

Pretest- Posttest Comparisons 
Inter- American Reading Test 
(Grades 4, 5, and 6, N=10) 





Vocabulary 


Speed of Comprehension 


Level of Comprehension 


Total 


Pretest 


6.15 


6.08 


4.85 


16.92 


Posttest 


12.92 


7.00 


10.62 


30.54 


Gain 


6.77* 


.92 


5.77* 


13.62 



*Significant at .05 level 



Speed of comprehension was the only subtest on which significant progress was not made. 
According to test results, significant progress was achieved in vocabulary improvement and 
comprehension. 

It would seem that some progress was attained in achieving the objective to speak, read, and 
write English. On the Inter— American Reading Test, significant achievements were made in 
English vocabulary and comprehension; substantial progress was made in understanding spoken 
English as measured by the Common Concepts Foreign Language Test. First, second, and third 
grade results on the Language Diagnostic Test was the only area in which substantial improve- 
ment was not made. 



Since all of the test data was presented for Objective ^1, to speak, read and write English, 
a statement of the remaining objectives is provided with a brief discussion of the ;elated 
subtest scores. 

Objective ^2, to identify, analyze, and utilize non-standard speech patterns in terms of 
sounds, vocabulary, syntax, and meaning, achieved approximately the same degree of 
success as Objective *1 . Many or all of the same subtest scores were used to evaluate this 
objective. 

Objective ^3, to communicate orally in an effective manner in both Spanish and English 
by requesting, explaining, and describing common objects or events, was assessed on the 
basis of the Common Concepts Foreign Language Test and the Oral Comprehensive Expressions 
subtest and the Clark County Language Diagnostic Test. On the Common Concepts instru- 
ment, some progress in understanding spoken English was indicated. Other results of little 
or no progress were indicated. This objective can only be measured in part by a paper and 
pencil test. The subjective evaluation by the instructor will be helpful in judging the success 
of this objective. 

The last objective, to distinguish the difference between consonant and vowel sounds which 
are peculiar to each language, was assessed by the Clark County Language Diagnostic Test. 
The results of the test were not significant; however, some growth was seen in the results of 
discrimination of short and long vowel sounds. 



PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



2. Measures utilized in evaluating objectives of activity other than 
standardized test results. Present all data in tabular or graphic 
form, and include samples of all locally devised measures. (Identify 
attachments with specific activities.) 



The summer Bilingual program was an extension of the regular school year program. The 
objective in the regular program which provided a parent education program was dropped 
from the summer extension objectives. The first five objectives, however, were left intact. 

Objectives 1-5 



Teacher opinion of student progress was recorded on the Teachers' Assessment of Pupil 
Progress guide, which was revised for this program by adding a No Progress indicator to the 
evaluation section (Copy attached in Appendix A). Items listed under each skill area 
remainded the same. The categories of listening skills, speaking skills, writing skills, and 
reading skills contained items analogous to the five program objectives. Shown below are 
the objectives and the corresponding assessment guide categories which evaluate the 
objectives: 



Objective ^1: To develop ability of Spanish Speaking students to speak, read, 

and write English. (Categories 2, 3, and 4 evaluate this objective). 

To develop ability of Spanish speaking students to identify, analyze, 
and utilize non-standard «oeech patterns in terms of sounds, 
vocabulary, syntax, and meaning. (Categories 1, 2, and 4 
evaluate this objective.) 

To develop ability of Spanish speaking students to communicate 
orally in an effective manner in both Spanish and English by 
requesting, explaining and describing common objects or events. 
(Category 2 evaluates this objective.) 

Objective ^4: To develop ability in Spanish speaking students to utilize 

capitalization rules in both languages. (Category 3 evaluates this 
objective.) 

Objective ^5: To develop ability in Spanish speaking students to distinguish 

the difference between the consonant and vowel sounds which 
are peculiar to each language. (Categories 1 and 2 evaluate 
this objective. ) 



Objective ^3: 



Objective ^2: 
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Since the extension was a six-weeks' program, teachers were asked to rate students on a pre- 
post basis Compilation of the data involved translating Poor, Fair, and Good on the initial 
assessment to 1, 2, and 3, respectively and translating No Progress to 0, Little Progress to 1, 
Some Progress to 2, and Substantial Progress to 3 on the evaluation section. Each category 
was treated as a unit in performing computations. Thirty students were selected in a random 
sampling in order to perform a "t" ratio to determine significant changes. The sampling was 
comprised of 8 first graders, 6 second graders, 5 third graders, 3 fourth graders, 3 fifth 
graders, and 5 sixth graders. 



Presented below is the pre-post comparison of teacher opinion of student progress for the four 
assessment guide categories. 

1 . Listening Skills? 

Teachers rated students with the following items: (1) listens to acquire meaning, 
(2) listens to follow directions, (3) listens to make an evaluation, and (4) listens 
to enjoy. 



(Pre) (Post) 

Initial Assessment Evaluation 



Set Means ,9.13 18.03 

Standard Deviations 2.11 3.87 

Standard Error of the Mean .39 .71 

Posttest Mean - Pretest Mean 8.90 

Standard Error of the Mean .81 



t = 10.99 Significant at 1% level of confidence 
2. Speaking Skills: 

a. Spanish - Spanish speaking skills were rated with the following items: (1) 
enunciates words clearly, (2) uses verb forms correctly, (3) speaks in phrases, 

(4) speaks in complete sentences, and (5) expresses thoughts in logical sequence. 



(Pre) (Post) 

Initial Assessment ■ Evaluation 



Set Means 12.90 22.57 

Standard Deviations 3,09 5,01 

Standard Error of the Mean .56 ,91 

Posttest Mean - Presttest Mean 9.67 

Standard Error of the Mean i .07 



t = 9.04 Significant at 1% level of confidence 



i 
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b. English - Teachers rated students for English speaking skills with the identical 
items as outlined above for Spanish speaking skills. 



. . (Pre) 

Initial Assessment 



Set Mean 

Standard Deviations 
Standard Error of the Mean 



11.33 

3.37 

.61 



Posttest Mean - Pretest Mean 13.40 

Standard Error of the Mean 1.13 



(Post) 

Evaluation 



24.73 

5.20 

.95 



t= 11.86 Significant at 1% level of confidence 



Writing Skills: 

Items checked by teachers for writing skills were (1) uses correct letter forms in 
handwriting, (2) uses correct capitalization rules, (3) expresses ideas through 
informational writing, (4) uses descriptive adjectives, and (5) participates in 
creative writing. 



(Pre) (Post) 

Initital Assessment Evaluation 



Set Means 8.77 18.11 

Standard Deviation 1.99 4.46 

Standard Error of the Mean .36 .81 



Posttest Mean - Pretest Mean 9.34 

Standard Error of the Mean . 89 



t = 10.49 



Significant at the 



1% level of confidence 
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Reading Skills: 



Items checked by teachers for reading skills were (1) reading comprehension, 
(2) reading vocabulary, and (3) reads to enjoy. 





(Pre) 


(Post) 




Initial Assessment 


Evaluation 


Set Means 


5.31 


11.65 


Standard Deviations 


1.38 


2.21 


Standard Error of the Mean 


.25 


.40 



Posttest Mean - Pretest Mean 6.34 

Standard Error of the Mean .47 

t = 13.49 Significant at 1% level of confidence 



The foregoing illustrates teacher satisfaction with student progress during the summer. 
Statistically, significant progress is noted with more frequency by teacher ratings than by 
actual test results. One aspect of teacher evaluation which the standardized tests do not 
reflect is a personal account of the specific child — his emotional stability, home situation, 
acceptance of the classroom situation, etc. It is highly probable that the teachers' assessments 
take points such as these into consideration. Therefore, what the teacher considers substantial 
improvement for a specific student may not always correlate to the necessary improvement 
required to show significant improvement in the testing program. 
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3. Summary of Non-Test Data 

Include any information which, administratively, you feel is relevant to 
the evaluation of this activity. This section may include, but not be 
limited to, such items as: 

(a) Incidents involving Title I participants which may have human interest value; 

(b) Unexpected benefits precipitated by this activity; 

(c) Any photographs or news releases concerned with this activity; and 

(d) Results, of informal questionnaires completed by parents, students, 
or teachers. 



A. Field Trips 

As was the case during the regular program, field trips furnished enrichment 
activities and cultural experiences to assist in language development. A trip was 
taken each week by all classes. Teachers incorporated vocabulary apposite to 
each excursion into their classroom activities. Field trips included visits to 
Lake Mead and Boulder Dam, the Federal Building, Mt. Charleston, the Reptile 
Gardens, Corn Creek Wildlife Range, the Desert Institute and Museum on the 
university campus, and the Angel's Peak Radar Station. During the summer, 
weekly trips not only provided needed relief from the classroom situation, but 
also served as a stimulant to the learning process, as evidenced by student response. 

B. Nutrition 

A nutritional segment provided added benefits to summer participants. A sack 
lunch for each child and his classroom instructor enabled the teacher to offer 
instruction in table manners and in important concepts of a well-balanced diet. 

The nutritional break also afforded students the opportunity to relax and enjoy 
their food while visiting with classmates. 

C. Parental Participation 



Parents, again, expressed interest in the program. Through efforts of the family 
aides, several were able to find time or to free themselves to join in some of the 
activities. Seven parents made classroom visitations, 3 attended conferences with 
the teachers, and 32 participated on field trips, and 8 helped in the program as 
volunteers. 
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Head Teacher's Recommendations 



1. In the future, consideration should be given to administering tests to first 
grade students on an individualized basis since these students lack skills in both 
English and Spanish. 

2. Certificates should be given to children upon completion of the program. 

* 

3. The program would benefit by the integration of black and white students into 
each grade level. It was suggested that some parents of target area children would 
welcome the opportunity for their children to attend c bilingual class, thus enabling 
the students to learn Spanish. 

4. More efforts in language development for parents should be made, and this goal 
should not be excluded from the summer program. 

5. Teachers should be more thorough in the student screening process. 

Coordinator's Appraisal 

It was noted that each child's educational needs are unique, requiring differentiated 
levels of instruction and assignments. Evidence of this being accomplished was 
observed. Student response io field trips, which stimulated vocabulary building, was 
also observed. Teachers seemed to carefully prepare activities which were varied 
enough to meet individual needs and to prevent boredcm- The teachers night take 
greater advantage of outside resource people, however, in offering the different 
activities. 

Opinionnaires 

Copies of the teacher, the family aide, and the parent opinionnaires with 
summarization of responses are appended to the activity report (see Appendix B). 

1. Title I Teacher O pinionnaire: 

All three teachers completed the opinionnaire. Negative opinions occured in 
items 23 and 24 by one teacher who was not satisfied with the standardized 
testing portion of the program and in item 26 wherein one respondent did not 
feel that adequate information was given about field trips for planning 
classroom activities. 

Response to item 16 on the extent the inservicing contributed to staff effective- 
ness shows divided opinions with negative, neutral, and positive responses. 

Other items generally reflect positive opinions about the program. 
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2. Family Aide Opinionnaire: 

One of the two family aides returned the opinionnaire. The only criticism of the 
program was lack of time, as reflected in items 2 and 14. 

3. Parent Reaction Form ; 

Thirty-five, or more than half, of the parents replied to this request for 
information. Their answers indicated good attitudes about the program. However, 
it appears that at least some parents were thinking of the regular school year 
bilingual program when responding to the statements. Particular cases in point 
are items 5 and 7. The summer extension dropped the parent education, yet 10 
answered in the affirmative about participation. Similarly, 19 parents indicated 
attendance at special school programs. Since no special program for the parents 

was held during the summer activity, it must be concluded that parents 
were again thinking of the regular program and/or were making reference 
to a local Title I Advisory Council meeting held in June. At this 
meeting, several bilingual parents attended. It was held as a result of 
action taken in the April meeting whereby the parents voted to continue 
Advisory Council meetings during the summer months. 



0 
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1970 SUMMER BI-LINGUAI. DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
FOR SPANISH SPEAKING STUDENTS 



TEACHER'S PUPIL ASSESSMENT OF PROGRESS 
Student's Name »Birfhdate Grade 



j School 




Teacher 








[ 




Initial Assessment 


Evaluation 


i: 


Poor Fair Good 


No 

Progress 


Little 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Substantial 

Progress 


| 1. Listening Skills 

Listens to acquire meaning 
^ Listens to follow directions 

| Listens to make an evaluation 

Listens to enioy 

1 








T 


Initial Assessment 


Evaluation 


! 


Poor Fair Good 


No 

Progress 


Little 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Substantial 

Progress 



1, 2. Speaking Skills - Spanish 

r 

: [ 

; I 
j I 

j II 

i 

ERLC 



Enunciates words clearly 

Uses verb forms correctly 

Speaks in phrases 

Speaks in complete sentences 

Expresses thoughts in logical 
sequence 
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| Bi-Lingual - Teacher's Pupil Assessment of Progress 
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| Initial Assessment] 


Evaluation 


1 

Poor Fair Good 


No Little Some Substantial 

Progress Progress Progress Progrer 


1 Speaking Skills - English 

J Enunciates words clearly 

Uses verb forms correctly 

1 

Speaks in phrases 






] 




Speaks In complete sentences 

Expresses thoughts in logical 
sequence 

Speaks with confidence 



| Writing Skills 



Initial Assessment 

No 

Poor Fair Good Progress 



Evaluation 

Little Some Substantial 
Progress Progress Progress 



Uses correct letter forms in 
handwriting 

Uses correct capitalization 
rules 

Expresses ideas through 
Informational writing 

Uses descriptive adjectives 

Participates in creative 
writing 



l 

o 

ERIC 
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Bi-LIngual - Teacher's Pupil Assessment of Progress -3- 


| Initial Assessment 


Evaluation 


9 

Poor Fair Good 


No Little Some Substantial 

Progress Progress Progress Progress 


P Reading Skills 

| Reading comprehension 

Reading vocabulary 

I 

J Reads to enjoy 

,f 







V COMMENTS: 

i 

1, Initial Assessment 



i 

V 

r 

i 



2* Evaluation 



r 

j; 

!' 
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3. PARENT REACTION FORM 
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(Revised 4-70) 



I 

I 

! 

I 

i 



t 




I 

1 

I 

I 




TITLE I TEACHER OPINIONNAIRE 

The following opinionnaire is being used to assess your opinion of the Title I 
Program that you have been involved in during the past year. If some of the 
questions do not apply to your project, pleose indicate by placing N/A in the 
space provided. 

Title I Project Summer Bilingual 

Grade Levels Represented K - 6 . 

Number of Children in Each Grade Level 

Please indicate the progress of pupils in the areas listed below. 

1 . Developed and improved comprehension skills. 

None 3 Very Much 

1 ~~2 3 T ~~5 

2. Developed and improved word perception skills. 

None 1 2 Very Much 

~1 2 3 “4 “5 

3. Developed and improved organizational skills. 

None 2 1 Very Much 

_ _ —3 —4 5 

4. Developed and improved vocabulary. 

None 1 2 Very Much 

” __ —3 4 “5 

5. Developed and improved reading interest. 

None 1 2 Very Much 

I — 2 —3 —4 —5 

6 . Improved in the care of handling of books. 

None 3 Very Much 

| — 2 “1 4 5 
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Title I Teacher Opinionnaire 
Page 2 

I 

7. To what extent did pupils demonstrate a positive attitude toward school? 

Decrease I 2 Increase 

1 5 3 ~ 

8. To what eXTent did pupils demonstrate a change in self-concept? 

Decrease 3 Increase 

I 2 3 T~ 5 

9. To what extent did pupils demonstrate a positive social change? 

Decrease 2 1 Increase 

1 J 5 4 5 



10. Judging from the parent-teacher conferences that you had, to what extent were 
the parents of pupils in this special program informed about the program? 





Minimum 


1 


2 Maximum 


N/A 




1 


1 3 4 


5 




11 . 


In your opinion. 


was the role of the family-aide 


well defined? 






Inadequate 


1 


2 Adequate 


N/A 




1 


2 3 4 


5 




12 . 


To what extent did the family-aide contribute to the effectiveness of th 


e program? 




Negligible 




3 Significantly 


N/A 




1 


~~2 3 4 


5 




13. 


In your opinion. 


did you have sufficient contact 


with the parents? 






Inadequate 


2 


1 Adequate 


N/A 




1 


5 3 


5 




14. 


In your opinion, 


is the family -aide an essential 


component of the program? 




Unnecessary 




3 Necessary 


N/A 




1 


2 5 3 


5 




15. 


o 

Was the room where you conducted your classes adequate? 






Inadequate 




^ Adequate 






1 


5 "3 ~~A 


5 





I 



I 

I 

I 



O 
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Title I Teacher Opinionnaire 
Page 3 

I 

16. To what extent did the inservice sessions contribute to your effectiveness and 
professional growth? 

Negligible 1 1 1 Significantly N/A 

i r~ 3 3 t~ 

17. In your opinion, were the iriservice sessions well planned? 

Poor 3 Good 

~~1 2 3 3 5 



18. To what extent did the orientation sessions contribute to your effectiveness? 



19. 



20 . 



Negligible 



1 



1 

T 



T 2 3 - * T 

In your opinion, were the orientation sessions well planned? 



Significantly i N/A 



Poor 



1 

T 



1 



Good 1 N/A 



1 " 2 3 4 5~ 

In your opinion, were there sufficient orientation and inservice activities? 



Inadequate 1 



T 



1 

T 



1 

T 



Adequate 



N/A 



21. In your opinion, were the inservice sessions conveniently scheduled? 

Yes 2 N o 1 N/A 

22. In your opinion, what is the ideal number of pupils per group? 

1- 3 2 4 - 6 1 7 - 1 0 Other 

23. Were the instruments used for student selection appropriate? 

Inappropriate 1 • 2 Appropriate N/A 

1 2 3 3 5 



24 . 



Were the instruments used for evaluating pupil progress appropriate? 



Inappropriate 

— T 



2 Appropriate 

"4 



3 



5 



Title I Teacher Opinionnaire 
Page 4 



i 



25. 



Please list the field trips you took as part of the program. Then indicate to the 
extent to which you felt each trip was successful. 

N/A 

Minimum 3 Maximum 

| j g 4 5 



Minimum 



7 



1 2 Maximum 

3 4 5 



Minimum 






2 


l 


Maximum 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




Minimum 






1 


1 


Maximum 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




Minimum 






11 


l 


Maximum 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




Minimum 






1 


2 


Maximum 


1 


2 


3~ 


4 


5 





26. Were you supplied adequate information about the field trips to aid you in developing 
pre and follow-up planning? 

Inadequate 1 ] ] Adequate N/A 

I 5 3 4 5 

27. Do you feel there is need for more area specialists in the program? If so, indicate 
the areas where specialists are needed. 

No - 2 



28. Please list any materials that you found effective that could be adopted for use by the 
entire program. 

Individual reading approach - 1 



-181- 



184 



I 

I 

I 

I 

} 

i 

l 



i 



l 

i 



Title I Teacher Opi nionnaire 
Page 5 



29. Which activities or projects, if any, were most effective? 



30. 



Creative writing after field trips - 1 

Individual reading with follow-up conferences, storytelling ,etc. - 1 

Picture cards - 1 

Field Trips - 1 

Parent/ pupi l qc.ti vi 1 i es - t l 

Which activities or projects, if any, were least effective? 



Trip to Moapa Valley - 1 
Inservice with SELD Teachers - 1 



31 . What recommendations, if any, do you have to improve the program? 

Delete non-Spanish speaking individuals - 1 
More helpful materials for teachers - 1 
Extend family aid services - 1 
Tie in more community services - 1 
Find and/or develop IQ Tests - 1 



[ 

I 

l 

I 

I 

I 

o 

ERIC 
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SUMMARY 

FAMILY-AIDE OPINIONNAIRE 



(Revised 4-70) 



The following opinlonnaire is being used to assess your opinion of the Title I Program 
in which you served as a family aide. Your opinion will be used to evaluate the 
present programs and will also serve as a means for improving next year's program. 



1. 



2 . 



3. 



4. 



Please evaluate the effectiveness of the orientation week for your specific job. 
Ineffective 1 Effective* 

" 1 5 3 4 3 

Was the work required from you reasonable fo- the time allowed? 

Unreasonable ] Reasonable 

r — i s 

Was the work expected from you reasonable considering your background? 
Unreasonable 1 Reasonable 

r~ 5 3 4 3 

Please rate the objectives that were developed for family aides. 

Inadequate ] A dequate 





1 2 3 


4 


5 


5. 


Were those objectives achieved? 








Minimum 


1 


Maximum 




t 2 3 


4 


5 


6 . 


Was sufficient planning lime allotted between 


you and the teache 




Insufficient 




j Sufficient 




T 3 


4 


5 


7. 


To what extent was time provided for 


you fo confer with teachers' 




Minimum j 




Maximum 




1 5 3 ' 


4 


5 


8 . 


What was the general attitude of parents toward the program? 




Negative 




1 Positive 




1 5 3 




5 
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Family-Aide Opinionnaire 
Page 2 

9. What were the feelings of parents in regard to field trips? 

Negative 1 Positive 

— 1 5 3 Z 5 

10. Do you feel that you had adequate time to spend with parents? 

Inadequate l Adequate 

] 5 T Z 5 

11. Do you feel that you were able to answer parents questions satisfactorily? 

No 1 Yes 

““"I 5 3 i 3 

12. Please rate your workload. 

Light 1 Heavy 

2 3 4 3 

13. What, if any, are the strong points of the program? 

Good relationship with parents. 

Field trips , 

Understanding }ob well enough to confer with parents. 

14. What, if any, are the week points of the program? 

Not enough time allowed with each parent during home visits, field trips, 
or during classroom visits during summer school. 

15. What recommendations do you have, if any, that would improve the program? 

Spanish-speaking guests at our Advisory Council meeting for parents who do 
not understand English. This would solve a lot of questions asked during 
our home visits. 

16. General Comments: 

Program was very successful. 
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Revised 4/70 
Summer Bilingual 



PARENT REACTION FORM 

This past year your child has been enrolled in a special program to improve his ability 
to speak and understand more English. We would appreciate your response to the 
foil owing questions. 

1. Does your child enjoy school more this year than he has in the past? 

Ye s 32 No Don't Know 3 

2 . Do you feel the program helped your child speak and understand more English? 

Yes 34 No Don't Know 1 

3. Were you informed about the Title I Local Advisory Council meetings? 

Ye s 14 No 21 

4 . Did you serve on any of the council committees? Yes 4 No 31 ; 

5 . Did you attend any of the special sessions that were designed to help 
parents speak and understand English? Yes 10 No 25 

6 . Were you informed that special sessions were available to help parents?/ 

Yes 30 No 5 

7. Which of the foil owing school activities did you attend? 

18 Field Trips Classroom Visits 15 



19 Special School Programs 



None 



8 . Were you informed about special school activities? Yes 34 No ] 

9. Would you like to have your child attend a similar program next year? 

Yes 34 No J ' \ 

10. Please add any comments that you may have about the program. 

e. 

Ail genera! comments summarized program as being satisfactory. 



(Use the back of this sheet) 
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MOAPA MIGRANT STUDENT PROGRAM 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Please complete all items in Part II for each activity in this project. 

1. TABLES IV & V 

Summary of Activity Effectiveness 



TABLE IV 

Summarize the student progress toward achieving the stated behavioral 
objectives for each activity. Indicate, by grade level, the number of students 
who showed stubstantial progress in achieving the objective, some progress in 
achieving the objective, and those who showed little or no progress in achiev- 
ing the objective. 

Title of Activity Moapa Migrant Student Project 

To crease a learning environment to meet the needs 
1st Objective of each individual student. 

2nd Objective To improve English language skills. 



Table IV 


1st <5bjective 


2nd Objective 


Grade Level 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


Pre-School 














1-3 


Results of Obj< 
in Objectives 


ictive ^1 ar< 
l, 3, and 4, 


i reflected 


6 


2 


12 


4-6 


Results of Obj< 
in Objectives 


ctive ^1 an 
3, and 4, 


reflected 


6 


1 


1 


7-9 














10-12 




. 










TOTALS 


- 












* - Little or no progress' above that normally expected for thi 


s group. 



** - Total* do not include all student* in the program since not all students were administered 
the Clark County Language Diagnostic Test. 

« • 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 

♦ 

Please complete all items in Part II for each activity in this project. 

1. TABLES IV & V 

Summary of Activity Effectiveness 

TABLE IV 

Summarize the student progress toward achieving the stated behavioral 
objectives for each activity. Indicate, by grade level, the number of students 
who showed stubstantial progress in achieving the objective, some progress in 
achieving the objective, and those who showed little or no progress in achiev - 
ing the objective. 

Title of Activity Moqpq Migrant Student Project 

3rd Objective a) To improve reading skills 

b) To improve arithmetic skills . 



( 



1 

I 



i; 

L 



Table IV 


a 


| 


b 




Grade Level 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


I Substantial 
1 Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


Pre-School 








1 






1-3 


9 


5 


10 


15 


3 


6 


4-6 


4 


2 


8 


! 4 • 


2 


8 


7-9 














10-12 








I « 






TOTALS 















* - Little or no progress above that normally expected for this group. 






* 
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PART II 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PROJECT 



Please complete all items in Part II for each activity in this project. 

1. TABLES IV & V 

Summary of Activity Effectiveness 

TABLE IV 



Summarize the student progress toward achieving the stated behavioral 
objectives for each activity. Indicate, by grade level, the number of students 
who showed stubstantial progress in achieving the objective, some progress in 
achieving the objective, and those who showed little or no progress in achiev- 
ing the objective. 

Title of Activity Moapo Migrant Student Project 

4th Objective To instill positive attitudes toward school in the student s. 



Table IV 


4th 


Objective 




rr ■' ■ 

1 ‘ 


Grade Level 


Substantial 

Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


] Substantial 
} Progress 


Some 

Progress 


Little or 
No Progress* 


Pre-School 








1 * r* 

5 






1-3 


3 


0 


13 








4-6 


4 


0 


10 








7-9 








! 






10-12 








f 






TOTALS 






• 


j 


* 





* - Little or no progress above that normally expected for this group. 



1 



1 



O 
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PART IX 

EVALUATION OF EACH TITLE I PRO.TKCT 



. • * * 

Table V - Data Presentation 

Report data on all standardized tests used in determining the extent to which 
activity objectives have been achieved. Report data separately for each test 
administered and report all data by each grade or grade level. 



Table V 


Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Name of test (sub-test)* 


Wide Range Achievement 

Test 

Reading 


Sarfie 


Form of Test 


- 


^ / 


Date test administered 


*** 


*** 


Grade or Grade Level 


1-6 


1-6 


I 

Number of Students Tested 


38 


38 


P 1.1 _ *■ 

RAW 

SCORE** 


w **** 

Mean 


1.7 


2.1 


Standard Deviation 


1 „35 


1 .39 


Number of 
Students 




90th Percentile 


38 


38 ’ 


Scoring 
at or be- 


75th »' " 


38 


38 


low percen- 
tiles ac- 
cording to 
National 
Norms 


50th " " 


38 


38 


25th " " 


37. 


35 


15th " " 


35 


26. 


10th " 


32 


23 



* - Identify all sub-tests used and report separately for each. 

c. 

** - If not Raw Score, indicate type Qf score reported. 




1 



*** - Testing dates varied based on students entering and leaving program. 

**** - Grade Equivalent 
«♦ 
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